3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Letter 51
l Lori Lawrance - Martis Vam Plan updata Pa
From: "PEGGY TOWNS" <sunmi@msn.com>
To: <hcombs@placer.ca.gove
Date: BI18/02 2:20PM
Subject: Martis Valley Plan update

| believe that not encugh alfematives were provided in the Environmeantal Impact Report and insufficiznt 514

deta is provided. Commect curment data was not collected by speclalists regarding the traffic impact, the
aadlsling water table, and the lang-term impacts. Itis also inappropriate fo call golf courses "Open Space™

. In natural, open space areas, daily watering and frequent fertlizing is not required. Golf courses take
mairtenance, water, and weadkillars. Wildlife habitat is changed. Yes, at golf courses with ponds, mamy

birds may eccupy the area. Howsever it is nat beneficial to the birds to be in an area wilh toxic chemical 51-2
residues. And we all know how many deer inhabit Tahoe Donner around the golf course, they eat all the

plants. Yel, to incur that golf courses are a natural area and enhance wildife habitat is a blatant lie. Golf

courses benefit peopla wha golf and no one else. Golf courses increase the value of homes built arownd

them, Let's get to the truth and net make up unfactual things to justify the development. The prafarred : 5
altarnalive would be fewer housing units buill on 5 or 10 acres parcels, with a large acreage of forest e
preserved, and large green beits between the golf courses, houses and other developments. The traffic 54
problem in Truckee is curmently unbearable and 5800 mare housing units will magnify the problem greatiy. | 514
Tha solufion isn't to change Hwy 267 fo a four lane highway, the solution is loss development, The old s
Martis Valley plan is obviously unacceptable. It is too old and did not foreses what this area would be like | 51-
in 2002, It's ridiculous to even consider going by that plan. The planning process for the Envircnmenial

Reporl has been half-baked, In the atempt to save tima, short cuts were taken to finish the plan.

Apprepriate data was not collected and the significance of negative effects was not stated. The overal

affect of the development doas not banefit the pecple of Truckee in any way and the financial banafit to 515
Placer County is not worth the environmental degradation. The cost-benefit ratio i a big negative. The

néw pian needs more altematives. What happens ¥ the new plan is not aporoved? Does that mean that it
reverts fo the old plan and the developers can go ahead? YWhat is tha soiution to this? Peggy Towns
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LETTER 51:

Response 51-1:

Response 51-2:

Response 51-3:

Response 51-4:

Response 51-5:

Response 51-6:

PEGGY TOWNS, RESIDENT

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis). The commentor states that insufficient data was
provided and that correct current data was not collected by specialists
regarding the traffic impact, existing water table and long-term impacts;
however, the commentor fails to identify what is inadequate in the EIR. The
commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the
Project), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in
the Draft EIR), and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
Sections 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) and 4.9 (Biological Resources) of
the Draft EIR. Regarding the consideration of golf courses as open space,
the Placer County General Plan allows recreational uses in their Open Space
Land Designation.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis) and Section 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation) of
the Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy), 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the Plan
Area), and 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis), as well as Sections
4.1 through 4.12 of the Draft EIR for an analysis of the environmental impacts
associated with the Proposed Land Use Diagram, the Existing Martis Valley
General Plan Map Alternative, Alternative 1 and Alternative 2.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. The
commentor states that the environmental document was prepared without
a thorough evaluation of significant negative effects and without
appropriate data. The commentor fails to identify what is inadequate in the
EIR. Sections 4.1 through 4.12 of the Draft EIR provide an extensive analysis of
the environmental effects associated with the Martis Valley Community Plan
per CEQA. Regarding the alternatives analysis, the commentor is referred to
Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis).
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Letter 52

JANIE D. COLLOMB

PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT AMD IMPLEMENTATION
SPECIALIZING IN COMMUNITY OUTREACH AND EDUCATION

August 14, 2002 GER Cp
& Dare u"‘")}.
RECEIVED

Lori Lawrence
Environmental Review Technician

Placer County Planning Deptartment AUG 1 o 2002
11414 “B" Ave. o
Auburn, Ca. 95603 PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH MNo.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

Why is this Proposed Plan based on almost thirty-year old (1974) land use
designations? There isn’t even any analysis to support the prior land use
designations, which this "revised” Plan is based on. The prior land use designations 52-1
were adopted before CEQA and before much of the current theory of appropriate ]
planning and impact analysis was developed. If you start with a flawed Plan and try
to upgrade it, it’s still a flawed and out dated plan.

The description of build out is incomplete and misleading. What are there cap limits
for either dwell{ng qnits or commercial space? Without limits on development, how 522
does the analysis fairly present the potential, not just likely, impacts, which are -

related to density? .

There is no effort to describe how the non-permanent dwelling units might be used
even though interval and fractional ownerships are the emerging trend in resort
communities. Currently the

Vacation concept packages being proposed on-line by East West Partners market 523
fractional ownerships and vacation resort packages at Northstar and at various
projects in The Town of Truckee. Where are this data and the projected number of |

occupants?

The project description does not deal clearly with the construction activities. Since
this Plan allows for quadrupling the number of dwelling units, the construction
impacts on current and future residents and on other communities in the region will

be significant and must be analyzed thoroughly. |

11250 5Star Pine Road Truckee, CA 956161 Tel 530-550-7317  Fax 530-550-7318
Janledcz002@yahoo.com
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Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley C \
Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050 Page 2 y Community

Currently residents and visitors alike experience significant traffic delays on a
regular basis. Add construction to the roads and a near gridlock situation occurs, as
thousands of people experienced on Sunday, Aug 11, 2002, trying to leave the ar:aa
going west on |-80. The Hwy was single file, the overflow spilled thro ugh Truckee
Reno was emptying from Hot August Nights, the Truckee Rodeo was over and tha'
back-up lasted all day and into the early evening. Traffic today is a nightmare and

the addition of massive growth is unthinkable.

ﬂﬁurc_fable and workforce housing around the Basin is another area that i< currently
in gridlock”®. And yet the information in the plan glosses over these facts. Without
providing an accurate assessment of the current affordable and workforce-housing
shortfall how can the true severity of the impact of this project be assessed? Where

will the additional construction workers live? Where will support staff live? Whars is §
the analysis of expected traffic associated with construction workers and :v.taff
support? What about the traffic from those workers who will live out of the area east
and west on I-80, north on 89 and over Hwy 2677 This area of the Plan is terribly

incomplete, and needs to be revised

Please follow the rules set down by the CEQA, which you have failed to do in this =
DEIR. Due to these and numerous other inadequacies this DEIR should be completely @

revised and released again for public comment,

52-5

Thank you.

s ‘)Q/FMAL_____\

ie D. Collomb
11250 Star Pine Road
Truckee, CA 56161
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LETTER 52:

Response 52-1:

Response 52-2:

Response 52-3:

Response 52-4:

Response 52-5:

Response 52-6:

Response 52-7:

JANIE D. COLLOMB, RESIDENT

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. The
commentor makes no comment on the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
Therefore, no further response is necessary.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area)

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy), 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin) and 3.4.7
(Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR),
as well as Sections 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation), 4.5 (Noise), 4.6 (Air
Quality), 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality), 4.8 (Geology and Soils), 4.9
(Biological Resources), 4.10 (Cultural and Paleontological Resources), and
4.12 (Visual Resources) for an extensive analysis of environmental impacts
associated with construction activities.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis) and Section 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation) of
the Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and
Employee Housing Effects of the Project) and Section 4.2
(Population/Housing/Employment) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor states that the Draft EIR fails to meet CEQA rules and that it
contains inadequacies. The commentor fails to identify what is inadequate
in the EIR. Therefore, no response is necessary. Additionally, the County
considers the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR adequate for consideration of
the project and consistent with the requirements of CEQA.

Placer County
May 2003
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Letter 53

M. Gary Collomb
11250 Star Pine Road
Truckee, CA 96161

Aubum, Ca. 95503

Update, SCH No.: 2001072050
Dear Ms. Lawrence:

gallons of additional water every day, and deplete our current sources of usable water

Evehmandmwantmmnﬁnunﬁvﬁlghﬂe!

Sincerely,

Auvgust 14, 2002 HFDE””ED

Lori Lawrence - Alh

Eﬂa_c 1 Review Technici Y0 2y
114??“;"'1;?:”““15 e PMMMWG ﬁEPﬂ"?T}IHENT

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley Community Plan

water that contains high levels of arsenic. Your report doesn’t even address this fact. How are we
- d - - -
_ : 53-1
test wells in the Valley that show undesirable levels of arsenic, manganese and radon Again, this |

Please do the necessary tests to confirm that the kind i

| : : of water use predicted i ropo
will not result m contaminated water and loss of property value, ‘lif?e live in m ws;d Iflan
want to lose our investment due to building on more than 4,000 acres that will use nﬁuiomD:Ft

speuﬁcbnds and Ieyels of pollutants from construction activities are to be allowed? I've been in | 533

Please follow the rules set down by the CEQA, which you have failed to do in this DETR. We

53-2

534

53-5

Placer County
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LETTER 53:

Response 53-1:

Response 53-2:

Response 53-3:

Response 53-4:

Response 53-5:

M. GARY CoLLOMB, RESIDENT

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project), as well as Section 4.7 (Hydrology
and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 53-1.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comments 2-2, 2-4, and Master
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 53-1.

The commentor states that the Draft EIR fails to meet CEQA rules. However,
the commentor fails to identify what is inadequate in the EIR. Therefore, no
response is necessary. Additionally, the County considers the Draft EIR
adequate for consideration of the project and consistent with the
requirements of CEQA.

Placer County
May 2003
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Leiter 54
9872 Pilot Circle
Brockway, CA 96143
(P.D. Box 12
Crystal Bay, NV 89402)
530-546-2255
August 18, 2002
R CO
Board of Supervisors .W‘"c DATE u""’)«
Placer County RECEIVED
175 Fulweller Ava.
Auburn, CA 95603 aun ¥ g 2002

AT MTTRA T
Dear Members of the Board of Supervisors, PLARNING DEPARTMENT

| am enormously concerned about the proposed community plan for
Martis Valley. It appears to me that all the potential impacts have been
drastically minimized.

541

These are my specific concerns:

1.) TRAFFIC: The study area, especially as far as the impact of traffic,
should extent to include the Tahoe basin. It is ludicrous to think that
development to this extent will not greatly impact traffic around the
lake. Widening Hwy 267, when most of the roads around the lake
are only 2 lanes, simply begs for gridlock coming into the basin & | 52
resulting air pollution which will also result in further lake pollution, |
We already have heavy traffic with periods of gridlock during
summer & winter weekends and holiday periods, as well as a lack of
parking places at stores and other facilities during these times.
More parking places will require more cement & fewer trees.

2.) EROFP PLA 1 SULT IN, & THE
TRAFFIC THEY WILL SB G TLY

=Y WILL GENERATE, HAS BEEN GREA
UNDER . Many of these units are going to be

fractionalized ownership. It is extremely likely that anyone whao 5d-3
owns only 2 weeks of a home will use or rent it & therefore, that full
occupancy can be expectad. Studies have estimated 2 14 people per
unit; this is hard to believe. When people come to a vacation home
or rental, they rarely come alone. Vacation houses ara generally
filled to the max, with a car for every family or couple or single
persan staying. | manage a rental home that sleeps 10: we have
very rarely had a group with fewer than 3 cars & more often it is 5-8. |

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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The number of trips out from vacation homes ie estimated on a
national average figure, in the plan, or 2 trips per day per unit for all
those people & cars staying in each unit. This assumes that the
developments are going to be so attractive that most visitors are £4-3
going to be happy just staying there. | don’t believe that with all the cont'd
other things to do in the area, people are going to be content
swimming in the development pool & playing golf. We live at the ,
edge of the lake with a private beach, boathouse, 2 boats, a canoe & !
kayaks. Yet | find that the majority of our guests (especially the '
young people) are making 3-4 trips a day out to hike, bike, eat, golf,
and dance. When there is a large group, they go in different
directions in different cars, adding up to considerably more than 2
2 trips out a day. Also, people who come to golf will be making trips
out to use the other golf courses in the extended area.

3.) Itis being claimed that these units will be mostly 2™ & 3™ homes,
Not only is there the issue of fractionalized ownership, which | have
outlined above, but also the likelihood that many people who buy 54-4
units which are not fractionalized, will be doing so in anticipation of
retiring in them at I ience loon of

time occupants.

4.) We have In former years been asked to drastically cut back on our
WATER USE. From where will the additional water for the golf |
cou erla We are already 545
experlencing a series of dry yvears; no one knows for certain
whether we can depend on even the water supply that we have had
in the past. It seems foolhardy to add this mueh more demand for

water,

5.)E USING is already In a state of crisis, with many

busloads of employees commuting daily from Reno & Carson as
these workers cannot afford to live in the basin, The requirement of
providing housing for % of all full-time positions the developments
would create, is a laugh. Please provide us with statistics on what
the percentage of full time and part time employees we have in the
area already, and what the anticipated increase in each would be.
Part time employees should also be accounted for in figuring
housing; resorts (at least those in this area) employ few full time
people in order to avoid having to pay benefits. Consequently, there
are twice as many employees, and they are on the road getting from
one job to another, more than full tima employees.

546
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6.) Pressure for FURTHER COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT &
ADDITIONAL ROA L ENT are likely to result, as a
54.7

byproduct of overcrowding. When the need becomes critical
enough because there are too many people & too many cars, people
who would be against those things now, are likely to see them as the
only possibility of restoring order.

Itis astounding to me that word of this development which has been in tha
works for 3 years, is only just getting out in the last months. It seems as if

this information has been kept from us intentionally; people have notbeen | **°
notified in time to respond. iz ha onal | would

hope that the period for response would be extended.

EVERY PERSON | have spoken with has been horrified, and very, very
concerned. Most people come to Tahoe, either as residents or
vacationers, to get away from the stresses of urban life,~the traffic, the air
pollution, the lack of parking, the waiting in lines, and in general, the
crowding. | believe that in our society which is so full of stress & violence,
having places where we can connect with nature is essential to the very
heaith of that society. If this plan goes through, everyone |'ve talked feels 54.9
there is a VERY real chance that this area where we can de-stress, is
going to become just another area of stressful overcrowding.

Please give careful considerstion to the concerns that have been raised.
It's ironical that the people who seem to be most in control of this process-
—the developers & you people on the Board of Supervisors & in the
Planning Department, all live far enough away that a mistake in calculation
as to this plan’s impact, will not affect any of you personally to the same
extent as those of us who have chosen this for our home. We are trusting
you to help us preserve this area for your children & their children.

Sincerely,
m
Gail High -
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LETTER 54:

Response 54-1:

Response 54-2:

Response 54-3:

Response 54-4:

Response 54-5:

Response 54-6:

Response 54-7:

Response 54-8:

Response 54-9:

GAIL HIGH, RESIDENT

Comment noted. The commentor does not comment on the adequacy of
the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is necessary.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.6 (Consideration of
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and
Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact
Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis), and Section 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation) in
the Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project) regarding concerns associated with adequate water supply.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and
Employee Housing Effects of the Project) and the policies and mitigation
measures contained within Section 4.2 (Population/Housing/Employment) of
the Draft EIR regarding concerns associated with employee housing. As
specifically noted in Master Response 3.4.8, a survey regarding where current
employees in the North Tahoe/Truckee area reside was completed in 2002
by the North Tahoe Resort Association. The results of the survey identify that
approximately 89 to 91 percent of area employees reside in the North
Tahoe/Truckee area. This information is consistent with external traffic
distribution assumptions in the Draft EIR, which was the basis of the air quality
and noise analyses for project traffic effects.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) regarding concerns
associated with Cumulative Impacts. Draft EIR page 4.4-57 specifically notes
the environmental effects of roadway improvements.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the
Review Period) regarding concerns associated with the period for response.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. This
commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (consideration of impacts to
the Tahoe Basin).

Placer County
May 2003
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Letter 55
304 Melrose Ave
Mill Valley, CA 94941
August 14, 2002 £R Co
Q\}'G DATE uﬂ"lf
Board of Supervisors RECEIVED
Placer County
175 Fulweiler Ave. AUG 1 g 2007
Auburn, CA 95603
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Dear Members of the Board of Supervisors,

We are at a loss to think how any one who has been in the Tahoe area in
recent years thinks that that area can support anything like the increass 551
in development and number of people that is proposed in the Martis Valley

Community Plan.
There is already great unhappiness with the amount of traffic; how can

you propose to put as many more cars on the road as this plan would 552
allow and not realize that the whole area would be at a standstill most

days of the year.

And water—already it’s scarce. Three to five more golf courses??7!1! 55-3

Whnrg are you going to house the people to service these homes?
Certainly not in Martis Valley, as they will not be able to afford it, The 554

employee housing proposed is woefully Inadequate.

Please, please do not allow developers who have no stake in the area
other than financial, to overpopulste this delicate area that is such an
essential resource to the mental health of so many!!

558.5

Yours truly,

b r%/fg/?,/m

Tanya and Jim Miller
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LETTER 55:

Response 55-1:

Response 55-2:

Response 55-3:

Response 55-4:

Response 55-5:

TANYA AND JIM MILLER, RESIDENTS

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. The
commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) regarding concerns
associated with increase in development.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis) and Section 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation)
regarding concerns associated with increased traffic.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project) regarding concerns associated with increased water
consumption. The commentor is referred to Section 3.0 (Project Description)
for a discussion of development potential of the Plan area, including golf
courses.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and
Employee Housing Effects of the Project) and the policies and mitigation
measures contained within Section 4.2 (Population/Housing/Employment) of
the Draft EIR regarding concerns associated with employee housing. As
specifically noted in Master Response 3.4.8, a survey regarding where current
employees in the North Tahoe/Truckee area reside was completed in 2002
by the North Tahoe Resort Association. The results of the survey identify that
approximately 89 to 91 percent of area employees reside in the North
Tahoe/Truckee area. This information is consistent with external traffic
distribution assumptions in the Draft EIR, which was the basis of the air quality
and noise analyses for project traffic effects.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. The
commentor does not state any inadequacies of the Draft EIR; therefore, no
further response is necessary.

Placer County
May 2003
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Letter 56

Jay R. Mayhall

2144 Aspen Grove Ed.

Northstar, CA 96161-4202 CER CO
(510) 530-5115 Q\} DATE U‘l"ﬁ.
RECEIVED

AUG 1 g 2007
Attn: Lori Lawrence PLANMNG DEPAHTMEP‘!T

Environmental Review Technician
Placer County Planning Dept.
11414 "BM Avwg,

Auburn, CA 95603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for
Proposed Martis Valley Community Plan Update

SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence,

As a homeowner at Northstar since 1979, T have deli
the rusticity and tranguility of the Harti.sr'i-"alley ar:jlghgidtlj{:
last fewl years, however, I have become dismayed at the spurt af
residential construction and tha spiraling preblems that have
accompanied this rapid increase in population. - 56-1

August 15, 2002

Most obvious, the roads are saturated with vehic
ular t H
and the advent of signal lighta (a harbinger of worse tnrggiif*
while palliative, cannot cope with the congestion. “ |

These conditions will be aggravated by the i
; plan te "develop"
Martis Valley, a project that includes 6,800 residences, cammerciapl
development, and water-sucking golf courses.

The developers’ proposals and the Draft EIR
are deficient in the following particulars, among ,otiegzn:ieratand,

1. Ho express limit on the 6800 residential
; ! ; unitsa.
This number is mind-boggling; and an o -
plan would be dizastrous, ? i 1o wE

Z. Lack of specificity as to the size of retai ild-
ings and golf courses, i s

3. Imprecision as to sources, availabilit i
and demand for water (a diminishing rnlsréurq::l;;gé 1
should not be curserily treated). Without clear
and convincing evidence of the adequacy of water %e-4
this massive project with its threa golf courses jg’:

prodigal.
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Lorl Lawrence . Page 2
Environmental Review Technician

Re: Draft EIR - Martis valley
Auqust 15, 2002

4. Similarly, the "aquifer" data is insufficient.

5. Even if water sources are deemed "adeguate", in|56-4
times of drought the water demands of the project |CGontt
may cause rationing for everyone in the Valley,

i.e., the effect will be pervasive.

f. Absence of data on the biclegical aspacts of the
project, including acreage of destroyed trees and
meadowland, and destructive impact on wildlifa.

56-5

T Availability of the golf courses te the general
public. Will "locals" and pensioners he priced out | 5.5
by costly fees? The golf courses should not become

an "elitist" recreation.

8. The EIR traffic statistics do not discuss the
effect on nearby communities. oOn holiday weakends
I already avoid the road te Tahce City. With this
development the entire Valley may become a pastiche
of smog-ridden, immobile "mean streetsw, Moreover, |gg7
the proposal to widen Highway 267 to four lanes is
a soclution destructive of the ambience by bringing
in thousands more of speeding cars, trucks and s5UVs

and their ill-effects.

9. Has the impact of the high-density traffic on air
quality been considered? Iz there a risk of an 56.8
"inversion" layer that would trap smog in the
Valley, affecting the whole region?

Thesa issues demonstrate that the impact of the project on the
entire Tahos basin (not just the area plowed under) must be 56-9
considered. Yet, I am advised, thi= matter was not raised.

A significant number of rezidences, I understand, will be at
Horthstar. When I purchased my unit, the salesman grandly an-
nounced that ski-hill would be limited to 2,000 skiers—-a whopper
of a misrepresentation. Development at Northstar, in my opinien, 56-10
is at overflow. Northstar Drive (2 county road) cannot now handle
the ski traffic; and I muat "time" my arrivals and departures to
avoid the rush periods. In an emergency {earthquake or conflagra-
tion), the jammed traffic could be perilous. How do the developers
propose to remedy this mest serious problem?

Also disheartening is= the anncunced wvision of one of the
developers (at an association meeting) to turn the village intoc a 5611
"mall"! For malls I go to Reno or East Bay. I come to Tahoe to |

get away from that ersatz existence.
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Lori Lawrance P
Environmental Review Technician oat
Re: Draft EIR - Martis Valley

August 15, 2002

The project further devalues forestland (the
Horthstar’s charm) in favor of parking lots. BetLean EETEET?lasg
and the Aspen Grove Condominium Association is a lovely expanse of
old trees and several fascinating, velecanie-tossed boulders where
membars and guests leisurely walk alongside a stream to tl;e vil-
lage, and skiers in winter plow their return. The original plans
E;iéggaggfv;pruththhf tfrne:d Lo create what likely will be an

nois oxie=fu i
and night, nﬁ axigiang unitsjl EREIOITL Lok thak il impinge, day | g2

This parcel, in my view, should remain untouched
) ' + I entreat
those who would approve its spoliation te walk i
cover its wooded tranguility. P AR Bl lee
I understand, are under way, reducing

the units and affecting the parking lot If this i i
L . nformati

available (and assuming all the Morthstar issues are withir?ntlja-:

scope of the referenced EIR), would you please advise of the cup-

rent status of these negotiations?

Mitigating negotiations,

For thesa basic reasons--to preserve the beauty, ser
enit and
livability of ocur halcyon Valley--I urge that the prruject bzr'dis- 58.12
approved, or, at the least, severely diminished in scoper and that :
the EIR be revisited to fully consider thase issues,

I look forward to your response. Would you kindl
copy to Sierra Watch (below)? you kindly forward a

Respectfully your

R." Mayha

cc: Sierra Watch
P. 0. Box 387
Truckee, CA 96161

Placer County
May 2003
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LETTER 56: JAY R. MAYHALL, RESIDENT

Response 56-1:

Response 56-2:

Response 56.3:

Response 56-4:

Response 56-5:

Response 56-6:

Response 56-7:

Response 56-8:

Response 56-9:

Response 56-10:

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. The
commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and 3.4.10
(Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis) regarding concerns associated
with increased traffic and congestion because of the project. The
commentor is also referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project).

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) regarding concerns
associated with buildout conditions.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) for a discussion of commercial
development assumptions used in the EIR. Regarding golf course potential,
it should be noted that the Martis Valley Community Plan does not propose
any golf courses. The Draft EIR evaluates the golf course potential in the
Plan area, which assumes up to five golf courses. The potential for five golf
courses was evaluated throughout the Draft EIR and included in the water
supply assessment.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project).

Draft EIR pages 4.9-43 through 4.9-50 specifically note anticipated habitat
impacts.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.6 (Consideration of
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and
Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact
Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.6 (Consideration of
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin) and Section 4.6 (Air Quality) of the Draft EIR
regarding concerns associated with air quality in the region.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin).

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic
Impact Analysis) regarding concerns associated with accumulation of traffic.

Placer County
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Response 56-11:

Response 56-12:

Response 56-13:

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. The
commentor does not state any inadequacies of the Draft EIR. Therefore, no
further response is necessary.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.
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Letter 57

pate: (et i'FE‘_f 200 AMCER Co,,
7 % DATE -7,

RECEIVED (>
Aftn.: Lori Lawrence
Environmental Review Technician AVG 14 2o
Placer County Planning Dept. PLA E:
11414 *B" Ave. '
Aubum, Ca, 95603 NiNG EEPAHmENT

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Marti
Community Plan Update, SCH Mo.: 20L’I1D?205II; e

Dear Ms. Lawrence:
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 57: BETH INGALLS, RESIDENT

Response 57-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project) regarding concerns associated
with water quality and supply. Additionally, the commentor is referred to
Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR.

Response 57-2: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project) regarding concerns related to the effects of global warming on
water supply availability and Response to Comment 57-1. The two reports
are noted. Regarding the comment period, the commentor is referred to
Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the Public Review Period). The County
considers the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR adequate for the purposes of
CEQA.
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&

[ Lori Lawrence - EIR_NTCCpart2 doc e i

Paul Vatistas

Execative Directar

Marth Tahos Conservation Coalition
PO Box 1926

Tahoe City, CA 96145

Atdin: Lon Lawrence
Environsmental Review Technician
Placer County Planning Diepartment
11414 "B" Avenue

Auburn, CA G560

August 15, 2002
{e-mailed to Placer County Planning at 1.00pm PST)

Re: Comments on the Martis Valley Community Plan and draft ETR

Diesr Lord,

Flease find enclosed the second half of my comments an behalf of the Narth Taboe Congervation
Caalition (NTCC) as they relate to the Martis Valley Commrunity Plan (MVCP) and the draft EIR

{DEIR) for the Martis Valley ares. Thave used my bost efforts to separate the two sets of &8-1
comanenta, and | hope that you will reclassify commments into the correct caterory if [ have emred.
My concerns about the EIR. fall into the follewing areas:

1. A failure to completely notify all Responsible Agencies in a timely fashion | 58-2
Z._Tbch:adnqnanynfﬂu?mjmﬂcsnripﬁmbmpnuhghﬁ;ﬂmm the North Tahoe | 5.3
region.
3. A failurs to develop and analyze o meaningful Alizmative, such as a Mo Build and a lower | Sfd

level of developrment,
4. [ssues regarding the traffic analysis that leave uncertainty about the real traffic impacts - some
maore work nezds to be done on key intersections, 58-5

5. A failure to fully analyze the relationships between water supplies in the area, the impact of

gelf courses an furure water necds in this arca, and inspects on water supply and quality in ‘ 58-5
downstream areas such as Reno,

. A failure fo recognize that open space in this area means andisturbed oper space. | 687
These themes ate addressed below. Appropriate action items are suggested, and [ would | S8

appreciate a reply on how Placer County Flanning intends o jmplement these.

LR b .

Section 1.1 (Purpose of the EIR) clearly states that agencies &re required, “to balanes a variety of

public objectives, including economic, environmental, and social factors”. In order 1o achieve 58.9
this it iz vital that the EIR. be made available at an early stage to federal, state, and lozal agencies

that ere impacted by the proposals in the Plan. These agencies should have been notified by Jaly

2001 latest to give them at least 12 months to shape and comment on the DEIR.

Placer County
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[ Lori Lawrence - EIR_NTCCpartz.doc = : S . Page

The DEIR recognizes that the impact on the area extends beyond the immediate geography of the |

Martis Valley itself. This is evident from the atternpt to mode] traffic impacts at the main 58.9
intersection in Kings Beach (although there are inadequacies in this analysis - addressad later), | Cont'd
and hence an implicit recognition that air quality impacts extend into the north shore of the Lake |
Tuahoe Basin. It is clear to me that at this point Placer County should have recopnized the
federally mandated Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) and Flacer County's own North
Tahwe Regional Advisory Committee (NTRAC) as Responsible Agencies. Both of these
organizations are mandated to provide input to the County on social, econamic, and
environmental issues and should have been fully consalied on the DEIR.

It is clear to me that TRPA has legal jurisdiction over the impacts identified in the DEIR (mamsely
trafli:, air quality, growth inducing impacts) apd nesds to be consulied with the sams
thorpughness 28 other responsible agencies,

Action: Give TEPA and NTRAC at least 12 months from the date of initial notificaticon
{which was Movember 2061 for NTRAC) to provide full comenents on the EIR.

2. Project Descripti

The Project Deseription s too hmited for the scope of the impacts and does not allow fora
proper evalustion of mamy impacts. The Plan shoald also recopnize that it iz in effect ereating B5-10
the future blue print for that part of Placer County that is Morth Tahoe, and be prepared to widen

its scope to properly assess thal impact.

Water supply and quality issues extend into Truckes Town and even downatream to Resa which 58-11
relies on water from the Truckes watershed, and this should have been factared into the EIR.

Traffic impacts throughout the year will impact the north shore from Incline Village o Tahos

Vista, Forexample, an increase in traffic southbound on highway 267 will increase traffic 58-12
astivity an 28 westhound, and change raffic flaws at many potats - including the area where

highway 28 decreases from four lanes to two.

The EIR fails to recognize that there are only theee roads eut of the north shore and hence i an

emergency, all these roads are impacted. A perfect example of this eccurred only twa days apn

in Martiz Valley when the road had to be closed for ssveral hours, Traffic was redirected anto I 58-12

highway 28 east and west, highway 89 north, and Mount Rose Highway in Nevada, The EIR
completely fails to model these kinds of impacts.

Emgloyes houging is another area where the EIR is tos aarmawly focused. Although it has
improved in the last few months, Flacer County has a terrible record in this area of implementing
employes and affordable housing - e.g., affordaible housing related 1o the Intrawest developrmet 5814
in Squaw Valley is a perfect example of nothing happening, Employes housing needs to be
viewed in a regional context to allow for creatrve solutions.  Martis Valley provides the last
opportunity for employee and affordable housing to serve major employers, but this opportanity
has been missed in the cumrent EIR.

Action: Extennd the Project Description to more fully review impacts on the entire North
Tahoe cegion. In particulsr, extend the Project Description to include traffic 5815
impacts on Kings Beach, Tahoe Vista, amd Mount Rose Highway; water supply

Martis Valley Community Plan Update

Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report

May 2003
3.0-493



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Eéjfﬁurenna-ﬁlﬂ_ﬂﬁﬂpa@m___ =g S i s o i

and quality isswes in Glenshire (Truckee), Truckee in general, and Reno (at some
macro level); and expand the employes housing needs w review the whole Nord
Tahoe are of Placer County, so that Martis Valley projects can be seen in
comniexl.

3. Alternatives

The Alternatives evaluaied in the plan are simply bwveaking with the Proposed Plan. All
Agencics involved, Placer County Flanning, Placer County Plaxming Commission, Placer County
Board of Supervisors, and the general public would all be in a better position 1o assess the real
impacts of the Proposed Plan if two Alternatives had been evaluated in the EIR: a Mo Build
Alternative and a 6% Growth Alternative,

The Mo Build Alemative s required under CEQA and i3 intended o provide a benchmark for
analysis of the likely impacts of any Proposed Flan and other Aliematives, In the context of
Martiz Valley, if there iz no No Build Altemative, it is then logically impozsible to measure the
incremental impacts of any development. The absence of a Mo Build Altermative leaves the EIR
fatally flawed as figures for all plans have only an arbitrary baseline, and theses figures cannot be
relicd upon. Form the social perspective, the general pablic wants to see a Mo Build Allemative
50 that it can be sure that the effects of existing development in Martis Valley on traffic, air
quality, water quality, and water supply are properly understoed.

The 6% Growth Alternative has emerged from the extensive poblic debate as an impartani one.
Fred Yeager has clearly stated on several occasions in responss to questions that he belicwes that
it is meonceivable that growth in Martis Valley can excesd 6% por vear over the next 20 vears,
This equates to a maximum rmber of 5,854 units in Martia Valley. At this level, there is zero
economic impact on landowners profits between now and 2021, and bence an Altemative Iooking
at the impacts at this level of development is an invaluable planning teol, and needs to be done,

Action: Develop two more Alternatives m full, 2 Mo Build Aliermative and 2 £% Growth
Alternative.  (Be clear in your responses to this letter to comment on why these
have not besn done.)

4. Traffic issues {which & ct air quali

The traffic analysis is fatally flawed as will be demonstrated shorily. Traffic is a key measure of
air quality impact, and Planning needs to recognize that MOy emissions from vehicles are now
identified as one of the major causes of decrease in water quality and clarity (e.g., Lake Tahoe).

The traffic analysds i3 built on the Truckee town model and is inappropriate for the resort traffic
patterns of Martis Valley and the north shore of Lake Tahoe, The EIR states that peak traffic
oceurs on Friday afternoon. While [ do nat dispute that this may be true within Trackee, it is
self-evident to all of us who live here that the peak tme in Placer County is a sunener Satarday.
The fact that the EIR does not produce this result is bembproof evidence that this traffic madel
reeds to be revisited. At 2 minimum, Placer County needs to explicitly mode] surmer weekend
raffiz from the highway 267/ Northstar intereection to Elings Beach, Tahoe Vista, and the
highway Z8Mount Rose Highway intersection,

5B-15
Cont'd

53-16

58-18

5819

58.20

58-21
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The other failure in the traffic analysis is the complete sbeence of tmffic analysis for cotestrophic
events on the raffic Aow (accidents, avalanches, road works, ete.),  Road works in this area can
only be effected for four or five months a year (unlike other parts of Placer County such as close
tor Aubuarn or Rocklin), and the fact that there are only three ways into the Basin from the north
means that raffic on these roads is highly inter-related. The EIR hos completely failed to
ackdsess this issue, and the County has expressed reluctance to evaluate i in public meetings.

It is firme to have a reality check. In the last three days, just such an incident occurred. On
Sansrday, August 17, at approximately noon (near the veterinary center on highway 267 in Martiz 58-22
Valley), a backhoe cut through a gas main causing & major leake.  This resulted in the read being
closed for over three hours, tralfic being divertad to highway 8% north and south, and to Mt Rose
Highway. Please can you confirm these facts with your own Placer County Sheriff's department,
and confirm to me that you have recerved the facts on this mcident from them.

What were the impacts of this closure? Traffle was backed up to Truckes and MNorthstar, and the
Sheriff had to close the road at both points. All traffic within Mantis Valley was immobilized by
the resulting traffic jany, vehicles U-tumad on the higheay and started seeking an alternative
route in or out of the Basin, and nearly the entire County Sheriff's department was on aite -
negating any Sheriff service (o the rest of the comenunity during this period.  Traffic impacts
were apparent within half an hour in {already highly congested LOS "F7) Tahos City, and on
West River Road, cawsing road service fevel failures throughout the region. There is nothing
theoretical about this kind of incident and the EIR needs to mode] this for the Propasad Plan and

all Altematives.

Also, I am sure that the three to four hours that raffic wes mmobilized on highway 267 are not
factored inte the 30 peak traffic hour analysis,

Action: Expand the gecgraphy of te traffic analysis o include all meanmgful roads and
intersections in the Morth Tahos region, explicitly model traflic effects on Martis
Valley and the north shore of Lake Tahos on a Samrday, and explicitly modsl
the traffic impacts of catastrophic events in Martis Valley., These need to be
done for the Proposed Plan amd all Altcrmatives (incleding the two ideatificd

above).

Water

The analysis of water supply and water quality issues in the EIF is not compelling. Again, there ‘ 5824
are obvious real world exampiles that the EIR cannot answer. Hence it is also flawed m this arca.

Mantis Lake is already expericncing significant changes in ifa clarity, algae kvels and |
cormpositien, and fish stocks. These facts have been brought to the aention of all ot several

puhlic meetings and in the press, and wene referred o in a question by Board Supervisor Robert £8.95
Weygandt at the last Bosrd meeting here in Tahoe. The current EIR. is totally unable to explain

what is h.a.pp:n.in‘g to Martis Lake, which throws mto doubt all analysis :rzlalinﬂ ta waler hﬂpuu.

IF I am incarrect, or you do not agree with this, pleass provide me with 2 written explanation of

what the measured changes are in Martis Lake, end a detatled explanation of their canses.

In Squaw Valley, the waiter table has been poliused by development over the last 40 years, Placer
County has acknowledged this fact, and the SVISD i in the process of seeking funds for a water

58-28
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. Open Space

open space’).

Action

treatment plant. A significant part of the problem is that aquifers are intercommested leading o
the spreading of pellution into numerous wells. The Martis Valley EIR. completely fails to 582§
mieasure the inter-relationships and connections of the aquifers in Martis Valley, and hence is G
flawed. If one of the developers pollutes the water supply - through excetgive fertilizer use on : ontd
golf courses, or by other accident - the EIR cannat determine the impact on the entire water
supply in Martis Valley and downstream conmnunities in Truckee and Reng. This addifional
analysis necds to be completed before the EIR can be satisfactory,

Action: Commence more research on the mmpacts on Martiz Lake and their causes, the
nature of the aquifers in Martis Valley, and the dependencies of downsream 8a-27
water supgplies and quality on the watershed from the Martis Vailey,

Under traditional County definitions, open space inchudes parks, polf courses, and other
developed recreational facilities. In the North Tahoe arsa, open epace means naturn] undisturbed
apen space. The County needs to distinguish clearly in the Community Plan and the EIR |
between ‘developed open space’ and ‘undisturbed open space’. The Plan needs io be wary of |
placing 'developed open space’ in the visible and sensitive areas of Martis Valley. 58-28

Far exarnple, the entire existing Morthstar golf course is visible from highway 267 and would nat
be comaidered by cither North Tahos resideuts o visitors as open space (because it is 'developed

The County sheuld seek to measure, snd maximize, undistarbed open space in
the Commmemity Plan and the EIR analysis.

Thank you in advance for taking the time to read and respond to these serions feeues,

Kind regards,
Paul Vatistas
Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
May 2003

Final Environmental Impact Report
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LETTER 58:

Response 58-1:

Response 58-2:

Response 58-3:

Response 58-4:

Response 58-5:

Response 58-6:

Response 58-7:
Response 58-8:

Response 58-9:

Response 58-10:

Response 58-11:

Response 58-12:

Response 58-13:

PAUL VATISTAS, NORTH TAHOE CONSERVATION COALITION

Comment noted. Comment letters provided by the commentor are
responded to in this document.

The County provided a Notice of Availability for the Draft EIR and Revised
Draft EIR that was placed in the Sierra Sun and Tahoe Worlds newspapers as
well as provided copies to the State Clearinghouse for distribution to state
agencies, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15085 and 15087.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy) and 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis).

Water supply usage and water quality impacts of potential future golf
courses were considered in the Draft EIR (Draft EIR pages 4.7-37 through -73).
Draft EIR pages 4.7-18 through -20 specifically note the project’s water usage
associated with the Truckee-Carson-Pyramid Lake Water Settlement Act. The
commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4
Water Supply Effects of the Project).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 34-7.
Comments provided by the commentor are responded to in this document.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 58-2 and Master
Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the Public Review Period) and 3.4.6
(Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy) and 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin).

The Draft EIR specifically notes the geographic extent of the cumulative
setting associated with water resources (Draft EIR pages 4.7-66 and -67).
Draft EIR pages 4.7-18 through -20 also specifically notes the project’s water
usage associated with the Truckee-Carson-Pyramid Lake Water Settlement
Act. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality),
3.4.4 Water Supply Effects of the Project) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR).

The traffic analysis provided in the Draft EIR (Section 4.4, Transportation and
Circulation) takes into account these conditions. The commentor is referred
to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis).

Placer County
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Response 58-14:

Response 58-15:

Response 58-16:

Response 58-17:

Response 58-18:

Response 58-19:

Response 58-20:

Response 58-21:

Response 58-22:

Response 58-23:

Response 58-24:

Response 58-25:

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and
Employee Housing Effects of the Project).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy) and 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin), 3.4.8
(Affordable and Employee Housing Effects of the Project), 3.4.3 (Water
Quality), 3.4.4 Water Supply Effects of the Project) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of
the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and Response to
Comment 58-11.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).

The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis). Revised Draft EIR page 6.0-2 that specific notes that
the No Project Alternative is consistent with the requirements of CEQA
Guidelines 15126.6(e)(3)(A), which specifically identify that when the project
under evaluation is the revision of an existing land use or regulatory plan,
that the “no project” alternative will be the continuation of the existing plan.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 58-17 and 58-18.

Air quality and associated water quality issues in the Tahoe Basin is noted on
Draft EIR pages 4.6-8 and -9. The commentor is referred to Master Response
3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10(Adequacy of Traffic
Impact Analysis). Caltrans counts conducted in August, 2000 for SR 28 just
east of the Wye in Tahoe City indicate an average ADT of 25,443 of Fridays
(the peak day of the week) versus 23,897 on Saturdays (6 percent lower).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10(Adequacy of Traffic
Impact Analysis). It should also be noted that the Plan area is anticipated to
have four roadway access points outside of the Plan area. These include SR
267 Bypass, SR 267 south into the Tahoe Basin, Brockway Road through the
Downtown area of the Town of Truckee and the future east river crossing
within the Town of Truckee.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10(Adequacy of Traffic
Impact Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4
Water Supply Effects of the Project).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4
Water Supply Effects of the Project) and Response to Comment K-6.
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Response 58-26:

Response 58-27:

Response 58-28:

Response 58-26:

Response 58-27:

Response 58-28:

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4
Water Supply Effects of the Project).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4
Water Supply Effects of the Project) and Response to Comment K-6.

The commentor’s statements regarding the definition of “open space”
associated with the Martis Valley Community Plan is noted and will be
forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors as part of project consideration. The Draft EIR evaluates the
environmental effects associated with development of development-
proposed golf courses and other recreational uses within land areas
designated as “Open Space” (see Sections 4.7, Hydrology and Water
Quality, 4.9, Biological Resources, and 4.12, Visual Resources/Light and Glare,
of the Draft EIR). The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7
(Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4
Water Supply Effects of the Project).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4
Water Supply Effects of the Project) and Response to Comment K-6.

The commentor’s statements regarding the definition of “open space”
associated with the Martis Valley Community Plan is noted and will be
forvarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors as part of project consideration. The Draft EIR evaluates the
environmental effects associated with development of development-
proposed golf courses and other recreational uses within land areas
designated as “Open Space” (see Sections 4.7, Hydrology and Water
Quality, 4.9, Biological Resources, and 4.12, Visual Resources/Light and Glare,
of the Draft EIR). The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7
(Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR).

Placer County
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Lotter 58
Nat and Marilyn Goldhaber
0818 Lake Street
Kings Beach, CA 96143
£R COy
q»‘*t' DATE - V7
Board of Supervisors RECEIVED
Placer County
175 Fulweiler Ave o
Aubum, CA 95603 Al £ e
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Greetings:

I am concerned about the proposed developments in the Martis Valley and the impact of
those developments on the environment of Lake Tahoe and the Kings Beach area, T will
divide my principal concerns into two arcas:

I. Water supply and wilization;
1L Impact of additional domestic and landscape laborers in Kings Beach.

594

1. Water Supply and Utilization

‘We understand that anticipated developments are for 6800 new housing units with an
increase to the Martis Valley population of up te 20,000,

A) This will require a considerable fresh water supply.

1} We would like the details of where the water to support this population 59-2
will come from.

2) We would like to understand the envirenmental impact of this water
demand to the entire chain of water supply, whether in the Martis Valley
or beyond the Martis Valley.

3) What other communities might be impacted?

4) What steps will be taken o mitigate the impact, Please be specific.

Further, we understand that there are anticipated up to five new golf courses for the
recration use of the new population of the Martis Valley.

B) This too will require a considerable water supply.
1} How much water will be consumed in watering these golf courses?
2) How much of the supply will be from reclaimed “gray™ water?
3) What specific requirements will be imposed on the builders of thess units
to support gray water reclamation plants including;
2, Underground gray water return lines
b. Processing plant siting.

58-3
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IL. Wi understand that many if not all of the contemplated units will be “time-
share™ units. These units are likely to be occupied for a significant portion of the 59-4
year by families driving in from the San Francisco, Sacramento and Reno areas or
flying in from more geographically remote areas. We would anticipate a
significant demand for domestics and landscape laborers.

A) We would crudely estimate that one domestic will be required for each 5
vacation units and one landscape laborer will be required for each ten units.

1) What are your estimated labor demands? Pleace base this on exact
statistics for at least three similar projects in other areas.

2) What will be the estimated pay for such laborers and what will be the
estimated number or wage carnets per labor household?

3) 'What percentage of laborers is anticipated to be part-time? Or put
another way, how many laborers in cach category will constitute one
full-time equivalent emplovee (FTE)?

B) Further, we would expect that these laborers will want accommodations as e
clase as possible to their work places.

1} Where will these laborers live?

2) What are plans for the development of housing that will match the
family income of such laborers.

3) What infrastructure not already in place will accommodate the needs
of these laborers?

4) What impact will the commute traffic generated by these laborers have
on trafTic from the areas in which they live? Please provide an
aI:mJ_-,rais on traffic impact for cach area in which they are expected to
live as well as for the additional traffic in the immediate Martis Valley
area.

) _Flil'l&ll}f, if the ;(ir{gs Beach and Crystal Bay areas are an example, we can
anticipate that a significant percentage of the laborers will be Spanish speaking
with marginal English skills.

1} What specific actions, paid for by the developers of these projects, will 58-5
be taken to accommodate the neads of a predominantly Spanish
speaking community?

2) What financial assistance will be provided to support already
overburdened schools systems with “English as a second language”
teachers?

3) What other accommodations will be made to support other special
social services?

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
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Please provide written responses to these questions. Please respond (o e

Mat and Marilyn Goldhaber
261 Stonewall Rd,
Berkeley, CA 94705

(510) 644-1618

Mat and Marilyn CGoldhaber

Placer County
May 2003
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LETTER 59:

Response 59-1:

Response 59-2:

Response 59-3:

Response 59-4:

Response 59-5:

Response 59-6:

Response 59-7:

NAT AND MARILYN GOLDHABER

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water
Supply Effects of the Project)

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project).

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project), as well as Section 4.7 (Hydrology
and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR, for a discussion of water demand for golf
courses. Section 204(c)1(G) of the Truckee-Carson Pyramid Lake Water
Settlement Act has placed unique requirements on the use of reclaimed
water in Martis Valley. The commenter makes reference to “gray” water. It
should be noted that gray water (also called “greywater”) and reclaimed
water are not one in the same. Reclaimed water is treated wastewater,
whereas gray water is household water, not including toilet water, which has
not been treated and is typically used for irrigation purposes. The EPA
regulates the use of both types of water. Neither reclaimed water nor gray
water will be used to irrigate golf courses within the Plan area.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.8 (Affordable and
Employee Housing Effects on the Project).

The commentor inquires about the labor demands, estimated wages, and
accommodations. CEQA does not evaluate social issues such as wages.
The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and
Employee Housing Effects on the Project) and Section 4.2
(Population/Housing/Employment) of the Draft EIR. This comment will be
forwarded to the Placer County Plannning Commission and Board of
Supervisors for consideration.

The commentor inquires about Spanish speaking laborers and the ability of
the schools and other social services to support them. CEQA does not
evaluate social issues such as languages. This comment will be forwarded to
the Placer County Plannning Commission and Board of Supervisors for
consideration.

Comment noted.

Placer County
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Letter 60

AUG=18=-82 SUM 89152 FA HUL I DEY UL Ss ToOowE oD

GER Cp
oW DATE #flf;w
Attn: Lori Lawrence RECEIVED
Environmental Review Technician
Placer County Planning Dept. i AUG 1 g 2
11414 "B" Ave,
Auburn, Ca. 95603 PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed M.
] riis
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050 " S

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

The Traffic analysis in the above R 4 i

eport doesn’t even consider the tremend
impact that this Plan will have on the Kings Beach and Tahoe Vista area mw’
nothing of the Bast and West shores, i

Eﬁio::d a;f::nd ‘?‘1: I::Et:oe Besin uses Martis Valley numerous times a day,
. r. The traffic numbers in this i '
s et report are totally inaccurate and

On another subject, where is the current sci

scientific data for water quant
makes you think you can add such a massive development, wiﬂs.?i m;}' g::v}}fa i
courses, 6,800 residences X “who knows how many flushing toilets
dishwashers, showers, hot tubs, indoor Pools, washing machines m;l lawns to be

Finally, allowing each proposed develo
: pment to assess their area §
;inmntn that are left out of this DEIR is ridiculous, It will be m: laTeﬂlﬂi::‘-!ﬁt
bmf:l;f:m or change dwelr.:npmenr Patterns in the Martis Valley 5o that
evluation shouldbe e prio 1 s o e PTAIE Sucha
ubmission of | i i
That is what this DEIR is supposed to du...NODnW. g i

Because of the inadequacy nFﬂ.eDE]Rinﬂmmdmm ther areas
" L]
Martis Valley DEIR be revised and re-circulatad mwdi:g{;a the Cﬁmﬁlﬂt -

EHtia Hosboen

ALVINA PATTRP SON  Dmn 0nn .

801

60-2

60-3

G0-4
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LETTER 60:

Response 60-1:

Response 60-2:

Response 60-3:

Response 60-4:

ALEIHA PATTESON, RESIDENT

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.6 (Consideration of
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and
Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact
Analysis), as well as Section 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation) of the Draft
EIR.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project) and Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quallity) of the Draft EIR
regarding water supply.

CEQA has provisions for various types of projects and environmental
documents. An EIR for a community plan or general plan is vastly different
than for a proposed subdivision. Because the Martis Valley Community Plan
Update applies to a very large area, which contains numerous proposed
and approved projects, this EIR cannot include an analysis of the specific
environmental impacts associated with every foreseeable development in
the Plan area. Individual developments will be required to undergo an
environmental analysis per CEQA. The commentor is referred to Master
Response 3.4.1 (Project Description Adequacy) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR, as well as Sections
4.6 (Air Quality), 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality), and 4.9 (Biological
Resources) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor recommends that the Draft EIR be revised and recirculated
due to inadequacies. However, the commentor fails to identify specific
inadequacies. The analysis provided in the Draft EIR is adequate and meets
the requirements of CEQA.

Placer County
May 2003
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Letter 61

Cathy N ason

§-17-02

Attn. Lori Lawrence
Environmental Review Technician
Placer County Planning Dept.
11414 “B™ Ave.

Auburn, CA 95603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact fi i i
o mpact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley Community Plan Update, SCH No,”

Dear Mrs. Lawrence:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above referenced Plan ironm
report. I am particulary concerned about overgrowth of our area, TR Gt coninr e

[ have lived in this area for 18 years and watched the Sierra Truckee/ from i i
me which is over populated filled with traffic and noise. AN, o TRl a b

wly letter is simple and from the heart: “In a world of noise, confusion and conflict
It is necessary that there be places of silence and peace,
In such place love can blossom™
Thomas Merton

lease work towards keeping Tahoe/ Truckee a place of such tranquility and stop over growth
his summer [ had the opportunity to go to the Yosemite Valley. I hadn’t been there since I was a child, It was

weking and heart breaking. The noise, traffic and over ation ma b A
¢ place that John Muir wrote so fondly of popul de me feel like I was in Disneyland, and not

ease stop the growth of such beautiful places as the Martis Valley,
ncerely,

thy Mason and Family 46313 Old ey, Brive
£.0. Box 8630

Trwckee, California 96142
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LETTER 61: CATHY NASON AND FAMILY

Response 61-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.6 (Consideration of
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting
and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) for a discussion of projected growth in
the Martis Valley Community Plan Area. The commentor is referred to Master
Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis) and Sections 4.4
(Transportation and Circulation) and 4.5 (Noise) of the Draft EIR. This
comment will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors for consideration.
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Lori Lawrence - martis lattar.dog

Letter 62

August 19% 2002

Attn : Lori Lawrence
Environmental review Technicizn

PFlacer County Planning Dept.
11414 “B" Ave,
Aubum, CA 95601

Re : Draft Environmental Impact Re
Flan Update, SCH No. ; 2001072050

Dear Lori Lawrence,

I'would like to start by thanking you and the
comument on the Draft Environmental Impa
Plan Update.

T'will begin with a brief discussion of some of fhe
ensuing discussion of some of the technical points
responge to the public comments.

port for the Proposed Martis Valley Community

planning process for this opponunity to
ct Report for the Martis Valley Community

rhilosophical points that will frame the
T'would like be addressed in the

it is the respensibility of

When any development enters into the planning phase, I believe
the planning community to address this ane difficult and fundamentally important

question, which iz / th ip?”, This
initial question breeds two more questions, “; ; “and “what iy the

communite ™, It is in these two later questions that I'would like to addresses the shortfalls
in this Diraft Envirenmental Impact

The following comments address traffic
lack of thorough investigation into the cumulative
traffic. By nature, traffic is 2 cumulative problem:
not adequately address the cumulative problems is
like to have addressed are in Bold, Specifically;

Twant to see an analysis thar addresses the
developments that are also in the planning
Lahontan Expansion
PC-1
Meiver Hill {hippie Hill)
Pine Forest
PC2
Barstell Property
Ridgeview Village
Hill top Master Plan
Old Greenwood

=76 Condos

Report (DEIR)
related issues, My largest grievance is with the

cumulative traffic problem that include all the
process, such as

=1,000 new homes

-410 residential unity

-400-B00 residential units

=118 residential units

-GO0 residential umnits

-25 residential units

-230 apartments, 100 homes
=1 00200 new homes

questions and problem refated to
thereflore any investigation that does
insufficient. Comments that T would

62-2
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[ Lori Lawrence - marlis fatier dea ]
s R e e

PC-3 -Raley's and 850,000 square feet/commercial space
62-2
Please include a traffic analysis thar addresses these cumulative impacts to -
highway 267, and all other roads and intersections of inlerest,

in time, 5:00 PM og Friday afternoon, deermed the “peak traffic hoyr”, Although iz

; i & roads in the preater Truckes areq, I believe there are
many other times that are at lease as “Ppeak™ as Friday at 5:00 Py Sunday at 5:00 PM 62-3
during the winter months is 5 ridiculously busy time. Any weekend day in the laje
summer during in the late aftemoon, and others as well.

Please include a traffic analysis that deseribes trafiic at these other tirmes,

Including the temporal inadequacies in the traffic analysis mentioned above, there
are also spatial inadequacies, The present analysis does not describe traffie problem at the
39 south to Lake Tahoe ang Wit River street intersection, If it assurned that the majority
of skiers would use Northstar Ski Resort to satisly their skiing needs, and not travel fo the 14

Pleaze inelude a traffic analysis for the intersection of Wesi River Street and
Highway 899 south, B

Also, an amission of the cumulative impacts this development would have an

travel around Laks Tahoe beyond the 267 and 28 intersection i Kings Beach. Surely s
development of this scale and proximity to Lake Tahos wil] have impacts to the alrcady 62-5

taxed roadwrays surromnding Lake Tahoe,

Please include a traffic analysis for the North shore of Lake Tahoe f
Tahoe City to Ineline Village, o

Also, any model that js used to deseribe a natural system relies on certain

assumptions in order to make estimates of how that system will behave in varioys
scenarios, There is an omissian of the assumptions this traflic model uses in order o s
make its estimates,
Please include the assumptions that the mogel uses 0 make the estimates
presented in the DIER.
62-T

_I-‘g‘maj!l:.-: regarding the traffic amalysis inadequacies, estimates made usi ng a
deterministic model sugh az the one used in thiz analysis, needs 1o inehude an uncertainty

analyais,

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report
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{ Lori Lawrence - martis atter.doc <&

Please include an uncertainty analysis of the models estimates, E:zt!-:l’d

In conclusion, I shall restate my initial question from the beginning of this letter

“Ts _Eu'a Apprapriate development for the commumin '
Tf_:u-. analys_m afthln: traffic n:larului questions surrounding this propasal do not provide me
t1:';1-:1’11 uslli:ﬂ‘imenl evidence that m{ development i apprapriate, Also, it is in my opinion
ﬂ:ncgzgmu?m ::I:nT::fe Euucmkmma. does not want this development because of
impact will have to the community, PR TR R e

628

[ sugpest a Environmental Irmpact Siatement that can
uately addres
preblems [ presented above, ora proposal with a reduction Ml‘;f.ﬁé ih:g meprxhni e

propozal.
Thank vou for providing thi i in thi :
, p g tus opporunity that present my comment $in this planning
Thank You,
Andy Rost

P.0. Box 3438

Truckes, CA 26160
330 550 §564

Placer County
May 2003
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LETTER 62:

Response 62-1:

Response 62-2:

Response 62-3:

Response 62-4:

Response 62-5:

Response 62-6:
Response 62-7:

Response 62-8:

Response 62-9:

ANDY ROST

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and 3.4.10
(Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 62-1 and Sections 4.4
(Transportation and Circulation) and 5.0 (Cumulative Impacts Summary) of
the Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 62-3.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.6 (Consideration of
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and
Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact
Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 62-3.
The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 62-3.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.
Additionally, the commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy
of the Alternatives Analysis) for an analysis of proposed alternatives.

Placer County
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| Lori Lawrence - Martisietter.doz o S e = Pa

August 19%, 2002

At ; Lor Lawrence
Environmental review Techaician
Placer County Planning Dept.
11414 “B" Ave.
Auburm, CA 95601
ljlawrenfRplscer. ca.gov

Re : Draft Enviconmental Trmpact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley Commumnity
Plan Update, SCH Mo, ; 2001072050

Dear Lort Lawrence,

The ensuing comments center around the water related issues, Specific question are in
bold.

There is msufficient information regarding water demands for such n2e as snowmaking

Please include water demand for these two uses.

The report, by assuming only 20% of the homes will be permanently occupied, potentially
underestimates the water demands. If the homes are fractional ownership, if the baby-
booimer generation moves into their retivement in this development at a greater than
projected rate, if just more than 20 % of the homes are full time (3 scenario that does not
appear to be that far fetehed given telecommuting, the growth of industry in Reno, the

downtum of the bay arca tech world), what would the water needs be then, can that 832
existing systemn withstand thiz demand.

Please include estimates and prediction for this type of pressure to the water
systems, and how the natural hydrologic system will respond as well as the

treatment plant.

Also, the report is nadequate in it omission of any analysis that describes the hydrolopie

connection of the groundwater systems to the surface water systems, i.e. wetlands and the
Martis creek. A development of this scale and it eccompamying water demands can have a
very significant impact to this precious resource, yet this report does net inelude this type 63

of study.

Please inclide an analysis of the hydrologic connections between the surface and
subsurface systems, and the impacts the water withdrawals from the groundwater
will have on the surface water systems.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
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| Lori Lawrence - Martislelter.doc

Also, related to cumulative impacts, the report does nat solicit the inpat from the Army
Corp. of Engineers, the operators of the dam on Martis Cresk, just downsiream fromn the

development.

Please include an analysis of how the proposed project can impact the operation of
the dam on Martis Creek, and incude why the Army Corp of Engineers was not
consulted.

The communities of the greater Truckee Meadows, including the towns of Reno, and

Sparks, The Pyramid Lake Piote Tribe, or any other stakeholder involved in the Truckes
River Operating Agreement (TROA), were not included inthis process an therefore do not 635

have there needs and concems addressed.

63.4

Please include an analysis of how the proposed project will impact the TROA,
including mitigation for negative impacts.

Finally, plans to reintroduce the Lehontan Cutthroat Trout (LCT), a threatened salmonid
species extirpated from the majority of its historic distribution, into many of the streams
in its historic range, is in the planning process. Would this proposed development
preclude Martis creck as a possible stream system [or trmnslocation of LCT?

635

Please Include an analyzis of the impacts this development may have on the future of
translocation plaos for LCT in Marts creek.

Thanlk you for providing this opportunity to present my comments related to the Proposed
Community Development Plan for Martis Valley,

Thank Yau,
Andy Fost
P.O. Box 3428
Truckee, CA 96160
530 550 8564
Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report
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LETTER 63:

Response 63-1:

Response 63-2:

Response 63-3:

Response 63-4:

Response 63-5:

Response 63-6:

ANDY ROST

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project) and Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and Response to Comment 63-1.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 63-1.

The U.S. Army Corps. Of Engineers was consulted during the preparation of
the Draft EIR and their Annual Water Quality Reports for Martis Creek Lake
were used as reference material for the Hydrology and Water Quality
Section of the Draft EIR (Section 4.7). Additionally, the commentor is referred
to Response to Comment K-6.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.4. (Water Supply Effects of
the Project) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact
Analysis in the Draft EIR). The commentor is also regerred to pages 4.7-54
through 4.7-62 and mitigation measure MM 4.7.5 in Section 4.7 (Hydrology
and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR for a discussion of the project’s impact
on TROA.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment K-39.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
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Listter 64

{ Lori Lawrence - Dralt EIR far the Propasad Martis Valley Gormmunity Fian Update, SCH No. 2001072050

From: “Jack G. Mixaon™ <jgnion@microweb. coms
To: Lori Lawrence =LJLawren@placer.ca.gov>

Date: 319102 11:534M

Subject: Draft EIR for the Proposed Martis Valloy Community Plan Updala, SCH MNo.
2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this DEIR. Here are iy
commenls,

1. Altheugh the plan shows an adjusted holding capacity of 8220
dwellings, the plan isalf could result in growth far beyond this

number. The type of developmant to be brought about by this plan
requires a large servics industry that cannot afford the market rate
housing existing in Martis Valley. Developers are required o provide
§0% of their employes housing, nof nearly enough. The reeult will ba
long eommutes by many employees. Yet the DEIR does not address the
impact of this increased traffic congestion,

2. There is no estimale of the number of employees currently eammuting
from cutside the immediate area,

3. There is no analysis of the infrastructure requirements for the
employess who will live In the new emplayee housing .

4. Thera is no analysis of the housing requirements for construction
workers to be employed for the devalopment of the Plan.

5. The Plan places no limils on growth

6. The rezoning fram "farest” to "residential” for emplayes housing at
Marthstar creates impacts that have not been analyzed. The current
application covers about six acres, but 18 acres were rezoned without an
EIR. The impacts of utilzing the antire 18 acres must be analyzed,

7. Tnese are only examples. To point out each oversight would take
pages. In summary, the DEIR is badly flawed and must be redana with

proper detailed analyzis,

8. Inaddition, there was no proper public input into the creation of

the Fian and the DEIR. The Citizen's Commiltes is composed almost
entirely of developer represenlatives and governmant agencies. This is
& badly concelved plan written by developers and for developars, The
residents of Martis Valley deserve far better, and lhey know it.

Thank you for your consideration,

Sincarely,
Jack Mixon

64-2
E4.3

644

| 645

64-6

E3-T

64-8
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LETTER 64:

Response 64-1:

Response 64-2:

Response 64-3:

Response 64-4:

Response 64-5:

Response 64-6:

Response 64-7:

Response 64-8:

JAcK G. NIXON

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), 3.4.8 (Affordable
and Employee Housing Effects of the Project), and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis).

The commenor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.8 (Affordable and
Employee Housing Effects of the Project) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic
Impact Analysis). As specifically noted in Master Response 3.4.8, a survey
regarding where current employees in the North Tahoe/Truckee area reside
was completed in 2002 by the North Tahoe Resort Association. The results of
the survey identify that approximately 89 to 91 percent of area employees
reside in the North Tahoe/Truckee area. This information is consistent with
external traffic distribution assumptions in the Draft EIR, which was the basis
of the air quality and noise analyses for project traffic effects.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and
Employee Housing Effects of the Project) and Section 4.11 (Public Services
and Utilities) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and
Employee Housing Effects of the Project).

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2
(Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the Plan Area).

Comment noted. The Draft EIR analyzes land use conflicts resulting from
implementation of the Marts Valley Communit Plan Update. The
environmental impacts associated with the change of land use or rezoning
of individual projects is considered in separate environmental documents
that are prepared for the specific proposed project. As specifically noted
on page 3.0-12 and as depicted on Figures 3.0-5 through -8 in Section 3.0
(Project Description) of the Draft EIR, the project includes consideration of
the Northstar-at-Tahoe employee housing project (Sawmill Heights).

The commentor states that the Draft EIR is badly flawed but fails to identify
any inadequacies. Sections 4.1 through 4.12 of the Draft EIR provide
extensive analysis of the Martis Valley Community Plan Update per CEQA.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.
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Letter 65

=

[ Lori Lawrence - Comments on DEIR for ihs pr

sad Marts Valley Comm. PlanUpdate

From; LDlf Kurland <duffi@mikanet.com>
Tao: <LJLawren@placer.ca_gov>
Date: B1O/02 12:07PM

Subject:
Dear Ms. Lawrance:

This Is & brief note to convey our opinion of the DEIR for the Marlis
Valley Community Plan Update,

Are you not required by law to adequalely address the Plan's impact on such

areas as traffic, air quality, water supply/quality, noise, and wildiife
habitat, and o take info account developrment planned by adjacant
jurisdictions such as the Town of Truckea? We don'tl feel you've done so.

Furthermare, it seems to us that decisions regarding the Martis Valley are
baing made by many peaple whe have no personal interest or concern for the
area, as they live far from it

Carol and Duff Kurland
350 Beach Road
Bahvedera, CA 94820

VYWe own a home at the Morhstar-at-Tahoe resort.

Comments on DEIR for the proposed Marlis Valley Comm. PlanUpdate

65-2
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LETTER 65: Durr AND CAROL KURLAND

Response 65-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area), 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the
Project), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in
the Draft EIR), and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis), as well as
Sections 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation), 4.5 (Noise), 4.6 (Air Quality), 4.7
(Hydrology and Water Quality), and 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft
EIR.

Response 65-2: Comment noted. The commentor does not comment on the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary.
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Latter 66
CER COy
Aug 15, 2002 M FEEETEED&%‘
Lori Lawrence " :
Envirenmental Review Technician U6 1 9 2002
Placer County Planning Dept. PLANNING DEPARTMENT

11414 “B" Ave.
Auburn, Ca. 95603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

Because of the inadequacy of the Martis Valley DEIR I requeast that the 86-1
Martis Valley DEIR be revised and re-circulated for public review.

The policies are very vague and defer evaluation of many ecological
resources. Wetlands, stream environment zones, habitat for rare, threatened

or endangered animals and plants, deer ranges, large areas of non- na-
fragmented natursl habitat and wildlife movement zones, are briefly, if even

discussed.,

This is not allowed by the California Environmental Quality Act, which
clearly states that such studies must be completed, reported and mandated in
the overall Plan for this massive development,

68-3

Please respond to these issues.

Sincercly,

Po Box 272

Dufda Flat ca .
4511y

T Rl & Ekman)

August 13, 2002
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LETTER 66: RICHARD E. EKMAN

Response 66-1: The commentor states that the Draft EIR is inadequate, but fails to indentify
what is inadequate about the Draft EIR. The County considers the Draft EIR
and Revised Draft EIR adequate for consideration of the project and
consistent with the requirements of CEQA. No further response is necessary.

Response 66-2: Comment noted. These policies consist of performance standards. The use
of performance standard mitigation is allowed under CEQA guidelines
15126.4(a). This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Response 66-3: The commentor states that studies must be completed, reported and
mandated, but fails to indentify what studies and reports are missing from
the Draft EIR. The County considers the Draft EIR adequate for consideration
of the project and consistent with the requirements of CEQA. No further
response is necessary.
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Latter 67
c
northstar R S A
property owners RECEIVED
association Ne i,
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Aupgust 13, 2002
Lon Lawreace

Environmental Review Technician
Placer County Planning Department
11414 B Avenue

Aunburn, CA 95603

Faxed to (530) 889-7499 on 8/14/02/Hard Copy by Mail 8/14/02

Subject: Public Feview Drafis of the Martis Valley Community Plan and Environmental
Impact Report (EIR)

The Northstar Property Owners Association Board (NPOA Board) is the elected body representing the 1451 full
time and part time residents of the Northstar community. This Board is entrusted to represent the community
internally as well as with Public Agencies and other entities that have, or may have, an impact on our
community. In June of 2000 the NPOA Board appointed 20 residents from all facets and locations of our
community to serve on a Morthstar Development Advisory Committee (NDAC). This committee has, on
numerous occasions, mel with representatives of County Planning, Morthstar-at-Tahoe and East West Pariners
to consider and evaluste the impact of any future development at Northstar and our general community, The
fellowing recommendations are the result of extensive and careful debate and evaluation by the NDAC and

NPOA. We strongly suggest that the final EIR. reflect these changes.

1. Referenced: Section 4.4, Page 39, First Paragraph “All Connection Option =-."
We do nat recommend nor support that the Northstar/Shaffer Mill connector road be utilized for any

public traffic. We do recommend construction of this road for fire, life and safety.

67=1

2. Referenced: Section 4.4, Page 38, Third Paragraph “Analysis of Roadway --."
We do not recommend nor support the Big Spring/Highlands road loop to be utilized for public traffic.
We do recommend construction of a gated road for fire, life and safety with possible consideration for
internal Northstar bus transit. This road loop is entirely within the Northstar property boundary.

E7-2

3. Referenced: Section 4.4, Page 38, Last Paragraph “Conceptual Future Development -=."
We recommend the inclusion of infercept lots to be located off Northstar Dirive in the vicinity of the
entrance to Northstar Drive from Highway 267. These lots, at a placement and capacity now under
discussion with East West Partners/Booth Creek, will be wtilized for day skier parking thereby relieving
excessive Northstar Drive traffic. There is to be no increase in total day skier parking and therefore an
equivalent reduction in village area available parking,

673
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4. Referenced: Section 4.4, Page 38, Paragraph “Proposed Roadway Metwork --."
We do not support the widening of Highway 267 to four lanes. Alternatively, we do recommend the

mef“i?“ af .ﬂw southbound right turn lane to a point in the vicinity of the “Northstar 1 mile” sign
continuing this lane to the Highway 267-Northstar Drive intersection,

674

3. Referenced: Section 4.4, Page 52, Table 4.4.21 “Extent of Widening --.”
We do net support the widening of Northstar Drive to four lanes for its entire length. We do

recommend the following:
= Construction of four lanes on Northstar Drive from the Highway 267 entrance to a now planne=d
ferve as a turn

roundabout to be located in the vicinity of the existing gas station. This roundabout will
off for the employees housing and the planned intercept lots,
- Re-grading the existing road section between the Highway 267 Morthstar Drive entrance and the

planned roundabout and tumoffs to improve road safety.
-ansideration of a right hand turn lane from the planned roundabout to the intersection of Basque

Dirive,

B7-5

6. Referenced: Section 4.2, page 15, Table 4.2-10, Notes 2: Lend i
The proposed allowable density increase in the Martis Valley Plan is excessive. We do not support the
current proposed Nil:-rf.hstar increase of approximately 2200 units. We also question the wisdom and
mpncl_af any rezoning that would permit an additdonal 1360 dwelling unit as proposed by Sierra Pacifie
Industries. ‘I.iv':: iu_!mt_supm any proposed development access entrance opposite the Morthstar
employee housing (Highlands) Highway 267 entrance.

While not specifically referenced in the Martis Valley EIR, we beliove the fallowing additions should be mada:

67-5

7. The chain up arca for wavel from Truckee to Lake Tahoe should be relocated
Tahoe) from the proposed new Highway 267 entrance. south (towards Lake

8. Consideration should be given to establishing a forested corridor prohibiting new building construction

BT-T

% |
& | along Highway 267 from the Northstar 1 mile sign to the Brockway summit.
9. Consideration should be given to mandate Conservation easements within any new developments
E M&nisl Valley area. An easement iz now being negotiated betwesn the N’D:;};;‘ and Easi ?n'-fes! Pl:::-l'letrh;
aned this cascment, as well as being incorporated in the Martis Valley EIR, could be a model for all new

development areas.

We appreciate your attention to these requests knowing that they will improve the quality of the Martis Valley

plan as it relates to Northstar,

Yot Spions

Hank Simmons, President
For the Northstar Property Owners Association Board

CC; Fred Yeager, Placer County Planning
Paul Rouser, General Manager — Northstar Community Services District
Tony Giannoni, NDAC County Representative
WPOA Board Members
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LETTER 67:

Response 67-1:

Response 67-2:

Response 67-3:

Response 67-4:

Response 67-5:

Response 67-6:

Response 67-7:

Response 67-8:

Response 67-9:

HANK SIMMONS, NORTHSTAR PROPERTY OWNERS ASSOCIATION BOARD

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response
3.4.10(Adequacy of Traffic Impact Analysis).

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response
3.4.10(Adequacy of Traffic Impact Analysis).

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response
3.4.10(Adequacy of Traffic Impact Analysis).

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response
3.4.10(Adequacy of Traffic Impact Analysis).

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response
3.4.10(Adequacy of Traffic Impact Analysis).

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response
3.4.10(Adequacy of Traffic Impact Analysis). Since no comments regarding
the adequacy of the Draft EIR were received, no further response is required.

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response
3.4.10(Adequacy of Traffic Impact Analysis).

Comment noted. However, it is unclear in regards to what this
recommendation is intended to mitigate associated with environmental
effects. This suggestion will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration.

Comment noted. However, it is unclear in regards to what this
recommendation is intended to mitigate associated with environmental
effects. The Revised Draft EIR considers several reduced development
alternatives that could involve the use of conservation easements. This
suggestion will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration.

Placer County
May 2003
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[ Lori Lawrence - DEIR Martis Valley Plan _ m——— _  Page
Letter 68
From: Adda Sublaett <anvirohorsa@yshoo.com=>
Ta: <hbcombs@placer.ca.gov>, <hwhile@placer.ca gove, <bsantuccli@ioothill net=,
<hloomfield@foothil net>, <bos@placer.ca.pove
Data: B 7/02 D:00AM
Subject: DEIR Martis Walley Flan
August 17, 2002
Lori Lawrence

Environmantal Review Technician
Flacer County Planning Dept
11414 8" Avenue

Auburn CA 35803

RE: Draft EIR for Proposed Martis Valley Community Flan Update 2001072050
Letter 2 of 2: Traflic and Density

Dear Ms. Lawrence,

| dev not think that the propesed plan adequately addresses density and traffic issues . The following are
its inadeguaches:

Density

Devaloprment must be cepped with finile numbers for the entire Plan. If you look at propesed
development currently beng discussed we are gelling close 10 the 9220 mark (1360 for Martis Ranch,
1000 far Waddell, 2200 for MorthStar, 1000 for Siler, 500 for Eaglawood, 65 for Hopkins), There is great
dizcomfort thatl the 9220 figure really means double that, To remove the discomfort, please CAP
development firmly al some figure less than 9220, which already reprasents far too great density. §8-1

in MorlhStar particular, the proposed number in excess of 2200 units is outrageous. Those of us who
bought property in Placer County for a rural experisnce are appalled af the East-West numbers criginally
planned. Over doubling the current 1400 housing is untenabla. We do not want Lo become anolber
teky-tacky Baaver Creak with wall-to-wall cendos and timeshars unis.
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—— e

[Lori Lawrence - DEIR Marfis Vallsy Plan == RIS o ———— Page
Please consider a firm density CAP at about 7000 units. gﬂdp
omi'C
Traffiz
While staff has done an eamest job trying to model traffic, the use of dally average traffic in no way 682

capiures the problems we experience on and near 267 during PEAK traffic. Please do studies during
peak winter weakend times, in particular at NorthStar Drive.

The DEIR falled to provide for access 1o 267 at the following locations:
@ Highlands east of NorthStar Drive i
@ Martis Ranch Estates northwest of North3tar Drive

@  Waddall Ranch northwest of MarthStar Drive

Is it the Countles intantion to put slop light at all of these intersections and make 267 into an urban hiway? [
Or build ovesfunderpasses? Or traffic cirgles? The plan has major deficiancies where this iraffic P
management is concemed considering =4000 people are being discussed to be added here ALONE. Wa
do nat wanl stop lights at every intersaction. Any development there should require the developer to put in
on overfunder crossing o accommadate free flow of traffic onlo 267

The DEIR fails to convince me thal by adding & mere half mile of 4-lane road o the end of MorthStar Drive
at 267 but tripling the amount of traffic on NerthStar Drive (from 6520 to 17400) is going to resolve the -5
bottleneck there in winter, NorthStar Drive must not be blockaded. Any development there should
require the developer fo pul in on overfunder crossing to accommodate free fliow of raffic onto 267,

The DEIR falls to consider the impact of a karger Village and Convention Centar at NorthStar replete with 6E6
Raley's Markets and Commercial faciities. Mo additional new treffic is wanted or neaded en NorthStar

Drivie. Altemate accass (o the Vilage must be provided for eny new development

The DEIR fails to consider the increase in traffic from potential day skiers at MorthStar if Village and ski 68T
areg expansion oOccurs.

The DEIR fails to considar the impact of the new Highway 267 once completed. 267 bypass should be GE-B
considered as an existing condition. This 1S going o make access (o the area aven more intensa.

The DEIR fails to discuss the implicalions driving In snow and snow removal in winter. Many of us fesl 630
that it iz safer to drive on traditional 2 land roads in winter, than a 4 lane road without a center divider and
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[Lori Lawrence - DEIR Martis Valley Plan = 3 RS ~ Page
double your chances for someone in an SUV to hit you. Do the peaple wha did the analysis Iive in snow | gg-9
country? Things are vastly different here in winter and need to be treated accordingly for planning Cont'd
puUrpOEES.
Tha DEIR fails to consider fraffic impects to Highway 8% north. 68-10
The DEIR fails 1o consider traffic impacts to the Town of Truckee in Nevada Counly. GE-11
The DEIR fails 1o address remedies if problems are not ACTUALLY mitigated. Penalties should be built in 6812
for developers who fail to mitigate traffic and employee housing requirements, Develapers must not be
able to “buy” their way out of communal cbigations.
The DEIR fails to provide meaningful analysis on Growth Inducing Analysis related to raffic, 6813
Thank you for your consideration of this viewpaint and the epportunity to previde input.
Adda Quinn
1119 Mariis Landing
Truckes CA 530-552-0148
Adda Quinn
3027 5t James Rd.
Belmaont CA 84002
G50-552-0722 phone
G650-802-8654 fax but computer must be on, call first
envirchorse@yahoo.com Adda
Do You Yahoo!?
Hotlobs, a Yahoo! service - Search Thousands of Mew Jobs
Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
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LETTER 68:

Response 68-1:

Response 68-2:

Response 68-3:
Response 68-4:
Response 68-5:

Response 68-6:

Response 68-7:
Response 68-8:

Response 68-9:

Response 68-10:
Response 68-11:

Response 68-12:

Response 68-13:

ADDA SUBLETT QUINN

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 68-2.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 68-2.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 68-2.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), and 3.4.10
(Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 68-2 and 68-7.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 68-2.

The commentor is referred to pages 4.11-94 through -97 in Section 4.11
(Public Services and Utilites) of the Draft EIR for a discussion of snow removal
on area roadways.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 68-2 and Appendix B.
The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 68-2 and Appendix B.
All projects are required to comply with the Martis Valley Community Plan
and subsequent Zoning Ordinance, as well as mitigation measures

contained in the EIR.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 68-6.

Placer County
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Ll.agr‘i__l'._au-_q-a_‘loa -DEIR Martis Valley Plan ) _'_ﬂ_ - === = ) i

Letter 69
Fram: Adda Sublaft <anvirchorsef@yahoo.com>
Ta: <bocomba@plecer.ca.gov>

Date: BHTIO2 90580
Subject: DEIR Martis Wallay Plan

August 17, 2002

Lori Lawrance

Environmental Review Technician
Placer County Planning Depl
11414 "B Avenue

Aubum CA 85603

RE: Draft EIR for Propogsed Martis Valley Community Plan Update 2001072080

Lattar 1 of 2@  Water Supply

Dear Ms. Lawrence,

| ga nat think that the proposed plan adequately addresses long-lerm waler supply eilher for the area itsalf
or for down-siream users. The following are 115 inadeguacies:

&  The DEIR fails to consider all planned and uses such as landscaping and snow-making.

@  The DEIR fails 1o include the Rena'Sparks area in the planning process, clearly a short-coming since 692
they will be ultimately the anes deprived of fllune water,

@  The DEIR fails to specifically imit the numbear of units being proposed. Without such a limit, nearly
double the proposed 9220 unifs could be buit. A specific limit should be set for housing unit less than this | 63-3
figure.
@  The DEIR underestimates the amount of water needad for the 9220 by 50%. It makes erreneous
assumptions that only 20% of homes will be permanant residences; and fzils to sccount for fractional 69-4
ownership or rentals.

a The DEIR falls fo analyze effects of waler storage units, pipes and welis, Studies are neaded 69-5

Placer County
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[Cori Lawrence - DEIR Martis Valley Plan

@  The DEIR fails to provide meaningful analysis on Growth Inducing Analysis related to water supply | G5-6

@  For MorthStar, no analysis has been done on using proposed spring weater for new housing and hat 6a-7
affact on wetlands nearby. it is not adequate to assume that thers is no interaction between seeps and

groundwater.

Several new privale golf courses are planned using water from the commen aquifers. Golf courses are
noforiously both water intensive users and pesticide/herbicide poliuters. Even with xeriscaping and fo.g
shate-of-art management, givan that this s the ARID WEST, | have & sirong bias that only public golf

courses be built. Even public course numbers should be Emited. The strongest environmental measures

must be deslgned and appreved prior to course construction.

Thartk you for consideration of this view and the oppartunity to comment.

Adda Quinn
1118 Martis Landing

Truckee CA 530-562-0148

Adda Cuinn

3027 5t James Rd,

Belmont CA 94002

650-502-0722 phone

B50-802-8654 fax but computer must be on, call first
envirohorse@yshoo.com Adda

Do You Yahoo!?
HotJobs, & Yehoo! service - Search Thousands of Mew Jobs
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LETTER 69:

Response 69-1:

Response 69-2:

Response 69-3:

Response 69-4:

Response 69-5:

Response 69-6:

Response 69-7:

Response 69-8:

ADDA SUBLETT QUINN

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project) and Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 69-1.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 69-3.

The commentor is referred to Section 4.11 Master Response 3.4.4 (Water
Supply Effects of the Project).

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact
Analysis in the Draft EIR), as well as Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality)
of the Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 69-1.
The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and

3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project), as well as Section 4.7 (Hydrology
and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR.
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Letter 70
e e @mcgﬁ,
T "?b f‘i" gf:';ﬂ
| b, W, A
E‘:;:"ma‘tﬂ Review Technician Win Yy,
County Plarning Department {1- {) =
11414 B Avenue é‘_.ﬂ.
Aubum CA 95603 Af&%
Desr Lon Lawrenca, %

| am wriling 1o you to express my concem over the Martis Valley Community Plan. | have nead saveral
arficles in the local papers and as a long time residant of Mariis Valley | have many concems about the
proposed plan. My main crificism is that the plan was written twenty-ssven years ago and is not
refenvant to our community today. | doesn't take inbo account fhat since the plan was written there has
been a dramatic increase in building and population that already siresses our current infrastructure and
limited resources. Ve already have foo much traffic in my opinion.  The project is 50 vast in scope that
I think; the developers owe it 10 us to at least refy on a plan that is cument and takes into account the
issues we ang dealing with now, not over a quaner of a century ago. | am also very concemed that tha
plan will severely deteriorate cur mountain quality of lfe. Having six to nine thousand new homes built
will impact every asped of our daily life. It will have a huge negative affect on traffic congestion, air
quakly, waler quality, and digenous wildiie and natural habitals.

I ive here because there s open space, clean air and weter, and | bafieve a better quality of e, This
plan threatens to urbanize this area and desiroy all the: reasons thet | have ved here for the tast ffteen
years. We need o come to our senses and realize that if we are going fo continue to devedop this ama
that it should at the: very least be povermed by & new plan that tskes inlo account all the impacts o our

community today.

Sincerely,

D, l.fﬁt‘j -z gﬁi-ma

Jeffrey E. Davis

Placer County
May 2003
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LETTER 70: JEFFREY E. DAVIS

Response 70-1: The commentor states his disapproval of the Martis Valley Community Plan.
Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for considerations. The
commentor is also referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), as well as Sections
4.1 through 4.12 of the Draft EIR, which provide an extensive analysis of the
environmental affects associated with the Martis Valley Community Plan per

CEQA.
Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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Letter 71

Richard W. George
1711 Grouse Ridge Road CER O
Truckee, California 96161 R D= Wy

August 18, 2002

Ms. Lori Lawrence

Environmental Review Technician PM Nﬁﬂf‘ G
Placer County Planning Department i DEPJ:IRTMENT
11414 "B" Avenue

Aubum, CA 95603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report (“"DEIR) for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan ("MIVCP") Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrencea:

| am writing o request that the board set aside the newly published Martis Valley
Development Plan and re-start the process of updating the Martis Valley General
Plan.

7141
| am a registerad voter and property owner in Placer County. |am also an active

FAA-licensed private pilot.

The points of my concern about the DEIR pertain to the impact on Martis Valley
due to growing use of Truckee Tahoe airport (TRK).

With the projected development of homes, infrastructure and collateral services
planned for the Martis Valley, there will be a substantial increase in air traffic
operations at the airport. My main concerns include:

« Traffic congestion: The number of In-bound and out-bound flights will
increase and add to air traffic congestion, both on the ground and inthe |
gir. Will there be a need to convert TRK from an Uncontrolled Airporttoa |
Controlled airpert? WIill there be a need for large jet aircraft to fly into TRK | -2
o accommedate increased demand for passengers and freight? Will the
ancillary users of TRK, e.g., sport gliders, be crowded out?

« Expanded facilities: Increased traffic and number of airplanes will require
better and larger facilities, including hangars, fueling stations, tis-down
areas, etc. Where will this development take place, specifically, and what
impact will it have on the surrounding land areas?

L Lawrence, Placer/Martis Valley DEIR. Page 1
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= Air, Water and Noise pollution: piston- and jet-powered aircraft operate
out of TRK. These aircraft engines burn a range of fuels that contain toxic
substances. It is well documentad at other California locations, burned
and unburmed fuel in the air can create unsightly and unhealthy smog. 71-3
Such fuels can contaminate the underlying earth and water below not only
the airport itself but under all flight paths. All aircraft, but especially jet
aircraft, landing and taking off from TRK create substantial and very
disturbing noise. What will be the impact on the air and water quality in
Martis Valley? What valumes and frequencies of noise generation will be

expacted?

Mone of these issues are addressed in the DEIR. Each of them, however, raises
sarious issues that need to be researched and addressed so that their individual
and collective impacts can be measured, mitigated or otherwiza limited and
controlled.

A proper exercise to determine the impact of proposed development in Martis
Valley MUST include an in-depth review of all issues related to the inevitable

concomitant development of the airport.

| request that you keep me informed of all mestings and that you send me copies | 71.5
of all publications, etc., that pertain to these issues.

Ti4

| look forward to your reply. Thank you.

Sincerely,

1. Lawrence, Placer/Martis Valley DEIR. Page 2

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
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LETTER 71:

Response 71-1:

Response 71-2:

Response 71-3:

Response 71-4:

Response 71-5:

RicHARD W. GEORGE

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

The commentor is concerned with expansion of the Truckee-Tahoe Airport
and increased air traffic congestion, and the airport’s impacts on the
surrounding land areas. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7
(Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR)
and Sections 4.1 (Land Use), 4.3 (Human Health/Risk of Upset), 4.4
(Transportation and Circulation), 4.5 (Noise), and 4.6 (Air Quality) of the Draft
EIR for an analysis of the airport’s expansion and impacts on surrounding
land uses. The airport is operated by the Truckee-Tahoe Airport District and
not Placer County.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 71-2.
The commentor feels that the Draft EIR does not adequately address the
impacts of the airport. The commentor is referred to Response to Comment

71-2.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Placer County
May 2003
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Letter 72

CALIFORNIA TROUT

Fred Yeager By letter & e-mail
Placer County Planming Department Angust 19, 2002
11414 B Street, Auburn, CA 925603

|
Dvear Mr. Yeager:

I am writing to add a supplementary comment on the "Martis Valley Community Plan DEIR,"
which I understand will control development of land south and east of Martis Lake over the next
decade. My source of information is: http:!'www.placer.ca gov/planning/martis-vop/martis-vep-
deir-toc.htm. [n addition, on advice of staff, | visited the site on August 11, 2002,

We will provide detailed comments on these issues in the attachment. We would like to be kept

informed of progress on this plan.
»}GEH Cﬂ
Sinceraly, LitE "
RECEIVED
: 2 o . AUG ' & Jogp
Gcl_ )
California Tront hitp://www.caltrout.org/ PLANNING DEPARTMENT

827 Santa Fe Avenue

Stanford, California 24305

Internet E-Mail: yesavagei@sianfond edu

URL: i e lefyvesava

Voice: 650-858-1365 Fax: 650-493-1740 eFax: 707 897-1414
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One major concern is that the cumulative impacts of the development on the fragile Martis
Creek will be extremely sever due to its small size and flow,

Impact 4.7.2: Operational Surface Water Quality Impacts: "Implementation of the Proposed
Land Use Diagram could result in direct and indirect surface water quality impacts from
operation of various land uses in the Plan area,

This may also impact 4.7.7 on cumulative surface water effects.

Mitigation Measure 4.7.2 a: The County shall require that each subsequent project develop a
surface water quality control program to be incorporated into the project’s storm water drainage
system design. This program would specify the design of plan to water quality facilities to be
used in the project's drainage system, mcluding details and methods for intercepting and
improving surface water quality as well 2s maintenance of facilities. The water quality contral
T21 features should shall demonstrate that the water quality controls will ensure no increase in
sediment or other pollutants loads in waterways and that storm water discharges are in
compliance with all corrent requirements of the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board

(LRWQCB).

California Trout Additional Comment:  The basic concem of California Trout is that the
new construction will increase the load of fertilizer (nitrates) into the Lake and increasc the
likelihood of an algae bloom and fish kill. A secondary concern is that increased fertilizer load
will result kill insect populations in the stream and lake upon which the fish depend for foed,
Finally, sediment load will ruin spawning areas.

These concerns are now emphasized due to our understanding of the very small size of the Creek
and low summer flows. The following pages show some photos of the Creek taken on August
12,2002, The photos were taken at the observation point above the Highway 267 overcrossing,
As one can see it is at that point a Creek of less that 5 fect in breath and the flow is less than 5
cfs.

The pollutant loads that would be developed, especially in summer, in this small creek would no
doubt overwhelm its ecology. Our position is that even though this is a small Creek it is the
major tributary to Martis Lake and its destruction would severely impact that fishery,

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
I;/leezrogg i Final Environmental Impact Report
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Overview from Highway 267 looking upstream.

#1: Creek Upstream #2: Creck Downstream
Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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LETTER 72: JEROME YESAVAGE, CALIFORNIA TROUT

Response 72-1: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4
Water Supply Effects of the Project) and Response to Comment K-6.
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Letter 73

CALIFORNIA TROUT

Fred Yeager By letter & e-mail
Placer County Planning Department August 19, 2002
11414 B Street, Aubum, CA 93603

Dear Mr. Yeager:

[am wriling o comment on the "Martis Valley Community Plan DEIR," which | understand will
control development of land south and east of Martis Lake over the next decade. My source of

information is: hitp:/’www placer.ca. gov/planning/martis-vep/martis-vep-deir-toc hitm

California Trout, with some 5000 members, fecls it is necessary to comment on the important
role of Martis Lake as a sporisfishery. This Lake is a destination fishing site for anglers within
California and for tourists visiting the Tahoe arca. Our organization, along with several other
fishing organizations, fought for many long years to obtain the special regulations currently in
force that make this Lake such a choice destination. Our initial examination of the DEIR will
leave this major lishing resource severely threatened on at least two major issnes,

One major concern will simply be the amount of runof¥ that is likely to contain sediment, st
fertilizer, and pesticides. We find the discussion of such issues to be inadequate in the
DEIR and elearly in need of major revision.

A second major concern will be the tapping of groundwater for water supplies to the new
development. Again we find the discussion of this issue inadequate and in need of
revision, In particular a reduced flow into the inlet strains of the Lake may in and of
itself lead to deterioration of spawning conditions in those strains, a situation that could
only be made worse by the fact that nmoff into the strains would likely include large
amounts of sediment, pesticide, and fertilizer residue.

We will provide detailed comments on these issues in the attachment. We would like to be kept
informed of progress on this plan.

Sincerely, W,FGE[F;AFI':EGUH}S-

() ®"  REGEWED

T Y 053
Goverpor AUG T 0 AR
California Trout hittn:/{'www caltrdut org/ ' - F *-1"
827 Santa Fe Avenue -
Stanford, California 94305 PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Internet E-Mail: yesavage@stanford.edu

URL: hitp:diwww stanford edi/peopla’vesgvape
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One major concern will simply be the amount of runoff that is likely to contain sediment,
fertilizer, and pesticides. We find the discussion of such issues to be inadequate in the

DEIR and clearly in need of major revision.

Impact 4.7.1: Operational Surface Water Quality Impacts: "Implementation of the Proposed
Land Use Diagram could result in dircct and indirect surface water quality impacts from
operation of various land uses in the Plan area.

Mitigation Measure 4.7.2 a: The County shall require that each subsequent project develop a e
surface water quality control program to be incorporated into the project’s storm water drainage
system design. This program would specify the design of plan to water quality facilities to be
used in the project’s drainage system, including details and methods for intercepting and
improving surface water quality as well as maintenance of facilities. The water quality control
features should shall demonstrate that the water quality controls will ensure no increase in
sediment or other pollutants loads in waterways and that storm water discharges are in
compliznee with all current requirements of the Lahontsn Regional Water Quality Control Board

{LRWQCE).

Californin Trout Comment: The basic concem of California Trout is that the new construction
will increase the load of fertilizer (nitrates) into the Lake and increase the likelihood of an algas
bloom and fish kill. A secondary concem is that increased fertilizer load will resule kill insect
populations in the stream and lake upon which the fish depend for feed.

1. Regarding algae bloom and fish kill, the facts have been known for some time. Basically fish
like humans need oxygen to breathe, nutrients (primarily nitrogen and phosphorus) are necessary
for plant growth and are commonly found in Fertilizers used on home and golf course lawns, An
excess of these nutrients, combined with enough light and warm, slow-moving, and poorly-
mixed water, can result in an excess production of algae. This lcads to the death of fish because
the algae in the water consume so much of the oxygen the fish have none fo breathe. These extra
nutrients may come from point sources such as waste water treatment plant discharges and non-
point sources such as agricultural activities, gold courses and urban runoff. More detailed facts
on this can be found at the Ecological Society of America’s website: (http://esa.sdsc.edu/).

2. This problem has led to major kills on bodies of waters as large as Chesapeake Bay, but more
commaonly is found in smaller lakes and ponds, especially in the summer, Martis Lake would
become a prime target for this problem if all the festilizer runoff from 7000 homes and several
golf courses were directed down the Creck.

3. The DEIR proposed Mitigation states that a plan will be developed to deal with this an other
water quality problems and that all requirements of the Lahontan Regional Water Quality
Control Board (LRWCB) will be met. We emphasize that such plans must be comprehensive
and that there is considerable amount of public information available regarding the details of
requirements, especially for golf eourses. See for example the Stormwater Manager's Resource
Centar (hitp:/www. stormwatercenter.nets) from the Center for Watershed Protection that
provides local governments, activists, and watershed crganizations around the country with the
technical tools for protecting streams, lakes and rivers,

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
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A partial listing of issues to be considered for golf courses includes:

= Atleast a 100" vegetated buffer separating fairways from streams and especially avoiding
fairways that cross streams.
All wetlands protected by extra buffer.
Use of “underdrains” or sand mixturcs with pipes in them to remove especially
problematic chemicals from relatively heavily contaminated greens.

*  Use of isolated landscape depressions to receive such material from greens so that it is
not released into the Creak.

T

4. California Trout is also concern that LRWQCH s policy in this area may be inadequate, In
particular we feel that scrutiny must be applied to the granting of "fair use” exceptions o the
buffer zones. Care must be taken to ensure that wholesale use of exceptions does not weaken the
use of proper buffer zones.

T4

5. Reparding home lawns, the EPA estimates that 20-40% of homeowners apply fertilizer and
pesticides. This could be a substantial load for the Creek; if all storm water drains into the Creek.
Expert consultation will be required to determine if a solution is possible to this problem. One
possible scenario would be directing storm water below the dam rather than into the Lake,

73-5

6. Another concern we have is that 2 state-of-the-art monitoring program be established for
detection of pesticides and fertilizer residues and the Lake. Our understanding is that currently g
the only standards that are available for application apply to the junction of the Truckee River
and Martis Creek. This does not cover our main area of concern Martis Lake itself.

7. A final concern we have is that a monitoring program be developed for the spawning areas of
Martis Creek. This Creek allows wild fish from the Lake to reproduce. Anglers in California
place a high premium on wild fish and this is one aspect of the Lake that draws anglers from far
and wide, It may be necessary o consult expert to develop a plan to avoid sedimentation from
covering the gravel required for successful spawning, This could involve several different
engineering techniques that have been applied to other streams. In any case, increased sediment
in the stream must be monitored and avoided at all costs.

737
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A second major concern will be the tapping of groundwater for water supplies to the new |
development. Again we find the discussion of this issae inadequate and in need of revision] ©
In particular a reduced flow into the inlet strains of the Lake may in and of itself lead to | &=
deterioration of spawning conditions in those strains, a situation that could only be made
worse by the fact that runoff into the strains would likely include large amounts of

sediment, pesticide, and fertilizer residue.

Impact 4.7.5: Increased Groundwater Impacts: “Implementation of land uses under the l
Proposed ;.and Use Diagram would increased groundwater usage in Martis Valley, which could |
adversely impact groundwater resources as well as interactions between groundwater and surface.

water," |

Midgation Measure 4.7.5: "The. County, in coordination with the Placer County Water Agency
in the Northstar Community Services District, shall require that proponents of new development
and demonstrate that k'“.’w well facilities or expanded operation of existing well facilities will be
in compliance with Section 204 ¢ | (B) of P.L. 101-618 and/or any subsequent standard set forth
in the Truckee River Operation Agreement that requires that the placement be designed to avoid |
substantial effects to surface water flows or conditions. Well test, identification of sethacks from:
waterway, appropriate hydrologic testing and/or reports from qualified professionals shall be
provided verifying that no substantial impact to surface waters will accur,

California Trout Comment:

732

1. The basic concemn of California Trout is that the proposed estimate of groundwater use should
be independently verified. According to the figures pravided in the DEIR by Nimbus Engincers
17,000 ncre-feet are estimated to be currently available per year in Martis Valley, taking into
consideration current use. Assuming that an additional 7000 households will be added to this
demand and that each will use approximately 1 acre foot per year this leaves and reserve of
10,000 acre-feet per year. However, the use planned for the additional golf courses has not been
added to this demand. The importance of these estimates is crucial to ensuring continued flow
and Martis Creek. If the estimates are overgenerous by a factor of 2, flow in the Creek conld he
impacted with resulting deterioration of fishing habitat through a reduction in the spawning
territory available in the Cresk as well as potential concentration of nitrates and pesticides in the
Lake. Furthermere, an inaccurate estimate of water available to be pumped may impact the total
amount of water that eould be drawn from the Truckee system, This would have implications for
the Truckee River Operation Agreement that covering that gyatern, i.e. if this water was not
available, from where would it be drawn? Therefore, we ask for an independent review of these

crucial figures by an independent Engineering firm,

2. The actions of the LRWQCBE play a major role in the overall success in profecting public trast
resaurces such as fish. Appropriately, Califomia’s most prominent ecosystem protection statute,
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), contains specific measurability requirements,
To mitigate for adverse environmental impacts associated with the use of California natural
resources, CEQA requires the implementation of mitigation measures. CEQA mandates that
such measures are to avoid being “arbitrary or capricious” by being fully enforceable. Thus we
ask that the flows into the Creek and Lake be fully monitored as part of a mitigation plan.

T73-10
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EN | cannot be stated that this is “just a little creck™ and fishing rights do no existon it, In
EXEICISING ils governing authority the State has a continuing responsible to exercise slli:rcnri.siun

of public trust property.'

“In our opinion, the core of the public trust doctrine is the state’s authority as
Sovereign o exercise continuous supervision and control over the navigabi,

s CTVTETENE Wi,
q.rts.he state and lands underlying those waters, This authority applies o the wa'r:::
tributary to Mono Lake and bars DWE’ or any other party from claiming a vested
right to divert waters once it becomes elear that such diversions harm the intereses

protected by the public trust.” (supra, pages 425-426)

"Thus, the public irust is more than g aifirmation of sigle power fo use priblie
property for public purposes, It is an affirmation of the dury af the state o progecy
the people's common heritage of streams, lakes, marshlands and lidelancy
surrendering that right of protection only in rare cases when the abandonment o_,;’
the right is consistent with the purposes of the trust." (supra, page 441)

7311

In terms of the Truckee River and its tributaries, the State's continui B 2
: ! & " i trust
is not dependent on navigability but applies 1o all incmi e ng Fu_s Elc 5 responsibility

DFG Secr.iqn 5937 and 5946 are formal Legislative recognitions of the State's public trust interest
in its ﬁsf:nem:s. The public trust dwtri_ne,qita respansibility and authority was vested in the State of
Cadhfmhtzj?m admt.:ss:;: to the Union.” The State's fishery resources are owned by the puhlic
and arc in trust by the sovereign for the common benefit of the public.® i

its nning waters in the public trust.% I R e

Thus, California Trout argues that mitigation of this develo i i

: : prment must inclade
preserving the fishery along Martis Creek including a substantial effort in p]mu:nl,:aajnué :pf?:ﬁ?:t
construction techniques to reduce the impact of the additional golf courses and housing proposed
as well as an independent assessment of the flow projections made in the DEIR,

, . . ; :
Nationa] Audubon Society v. Superior Coust of Alpine County (1963) 22 Cal.3d 426, 159 Cal Rpir. 346,

% City of Los Angeles Department of Water & Power
3
Truckee Lumber Co., supra, at 400-401; Holvoke Company v, Lyman (1872) 82 US. 500, 314; Califprnis

Trout, Tne. v. Stnte Water Resources Control Board (1989) 207 Cal App. 3d 585, 255 Cal Rpir. 185,
! Ward v, Race Horse, (1893) 163 1.5, 504.

2 Peaple v. Truckee Lumber Co. {1697) 116 Cal. 397, 300400,
a Schaeslein v, Cabanisa (1908) 135 Cal_ 448, 470471,

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
3.0-544




3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 73: JEROME YESAVAGE, CALIFORNIA TROUT

Response 73-1:

Response 73-2

Response 73-3

Response 73-4

Response 73-5

Response 73-6

Response 73-7

Response 73-8

Response 73-9

Response 73-10

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4
(Water Supply Effects of the Project) and Response to Comment K-6.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4
(Water Supply Effects of the Project) and Response to Comment K-6.

The proposed Martis Valley Community Plan does not specific promote or
propose the development of golf courses. However, the Draft EIR
acknowledges current development project proposals to construct new golf
course facilities in the Plan area, which are considered in the impact analysis
provided in the Draft EIR. The commentor is referred to Master Response
3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project) and
Response to Comment K-6.

The proposed Martis Valley Community Plan does not specific promote or
propose the development of golf courses. However, the Draft EIR
acknowledges current development project proposals to construct new golf
course facilities in the Plan area, which are considered in the impact analysis
provided in the Draft EIR. The commentor is referred to Master Response
3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project) and
Response to Comment K-6.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4
(Water Supply Effects of the Project) and Response to Comment K-6.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4
(Water Supply Effects of the Project) and Response to Comment K-6.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4
(Water Supply Effects of the Project) and Response to Comment K-6 and K-
39.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4
(Water Supply Effects of the Project) and Response to Comment K-6.

Golf course, snow making and other non-residential land uses were
considered in estimating water demands of the Proposed Land Use Diagram
(Draft EIR page 4.7-55). Draft EIR pages 4.7-18 through -20 also specifically
notes the project’s water usage associated with the Truckee-Carson-Pyramid
Lake Water Settlement Act. The commentor is referred to Master Response
3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project) and
Response to Comment K-6.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4
(Water Supply Effects of the Project) and Response to Comment K-6.
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Response 73-11 Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water
Quality) and 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project) and Response to
Comment K-6.
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[Cori Lawrence - David Welch response to Draft EIR for Martls Valley -8-13.doc SRR 1T

Letter T4

Armn: Lon Lawrence
Environmental Review Technieian
Placer County Planning Depastment
11414 "B Avenue

Aubum, CA 95603

Cfon plnning@ placer.ca.gov

RE: Diraft Environmental Impact Reposnt for the Proposed Maris Valley Comumanity Plan update, SCH
MNee 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

Thank you for the opportunity 1o comment on this draft emvironmental impact report. First, T have
thres requests: 1) As the DEIR & a very complicated document, and it is very time intensive to review
ervironmental impaces and correlie them to appropriate Placer county pelices, goals, and mitigaticn T4-1
measires, | request an extension of the public commen: period, 2) By my cxammation thas far, it is
svident thar this DEIR. neither follows the letter of or the intent of the Califomia Environmental T4-2
Chaality Act, and I therefore request that a revised DEIR thar meers CEQA requirements be completed
and recalculared for public review, 3} One of the glaring Fauls of the DETR is that there was virtually
no public inpur for this plan. There was po representation for the environmeneal community, the
affordsble housing community, TRPA, the Lake Tahoe Communiry, MNevada Counry, the Town of
Truckes, divessificatinn of the economy proponentz, and sustainable economic expers. All of these
citizens have a stake and a voice in the furure of their commmanty, and none were effectively represented.
I therefore request thar the presenn plinning process be stopped and  new stae of the art Smar
Growth Citizens commirtee be formed thar will do a true commumniry visioning process thar looks ar all
the interest of this diverse commmumiry:

A desaled review of the DEIR shows thar the groundwarer qualiey i the Martis Valley ares = nor
adequaiely studied. *The GeoTrans report pomnts out that arsenic, manganese, and radon concentration
i the local water are a water qualiy concemn in the Martis Valley,” (DETR 4.7-15). Please review
all cuerent data that shewe which wells have an amende (greater than 0.005 me/l, manganese (grearer
than 005 mg/l), and radon (greater than 300 pice eurries/]) level, all of which are considered po be
unhealthy by the Environeental Protection Agency.

The entire neighborhoed of Glenshire in the wown of Truckee recently swizched their warer system ro T4-4
the TDPUD because of cortaminarion The DETR details several wells in the plan area thar are
conraminated with amenic, manganese, and mdon. It is diogical and bad science for Nimbus 1o
repestedly assume that 24,700 acre feer of water i available for drnking water without taking into
consideration whether 2l of thar water & i¢t for burman consumption, Flease dall wells ar all areas that
are expected to be deillad at build-out for the propesed plan and test for the above levels of amenir,
manganese, and radon, then subtract the amount of water available from contaminated welk_ I this i
nox passible, drill enough wells so thas there is 2 statistically significant porion of the aquifer studied,
Appi?ﬁeap mp.r':m:hrlofcm;anﬁn:ﬂmmdxuhultaqtﬁf:rﬁiﬁamaﬂsticmminofmﬂd,md
then repom rﬁc availabilicy of water after detailing the levels of contaminstion. Without this detail, i is
impassible to determine the svikbiliny of clean drinking water availible to the citizens of the plan area,

T4-3

MORE
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Page 2

The executive surnmary of the Mimbus sudy (page 1 underline added for is) stares, “The water
balance & an approprate ool for idencifying and predicring the movement of ground warer in the Martis
Valley Ground Warer Basin under equilibnium conditions. Wazer halinee methods have been widely
wtilized 1o estimuare avadable groundwater in a variety of hydrogeologic environmerts. The water
balance represents condivions of long term average precipstarion and best sstimates of current ground
water inflows and oudflows... Approximately 24,700 acre-feet of ground water is available... . This value
i hased on the best svailable data and medwk af analysts appropriate io the mmmﬂ_mhu'uf
thege data. Thic evaheation is of a degree of accuracy and cermainry consistent with the establshed
practices of geologic and hydmlogic analysis and jdpment. Ground water in stomge & estimared w be
484,000 acre feer,”

When an enpineer orscientist uses words like predictng, estimates, approcamately, appropriate to the
quangity and qualicy, and judgment, the reader knows that the dam 5 worthless without a stated margin
of error. Mowhere in the DEIR is it mentionsd that there is 2 large margin of error in the 745
ealrulated amount of warer available from the Martis Valley Ag T:K Please derail the marpin of error in

all the datz used for the aguifer snady incloding bur not limwed 10 recharge efficiency (rable 1),

water recharge (rble 2), recharge due o precipitstion (bl 3}, groundwater caraction (sabls 4), sepric
system estimares (table 5), impation consumptive use and recharge (table 6), summary of grownd warer
recharge, moverrent, and discharge (rable 7), average annual water balance (g2ble 8), USGS stream flow
gauging starion data (table 9), Truckee over and Carson nver regression results (table 10), results of mass
balance {rable 11), and Caleulaton of Available Ground Water (table 12), and then apply this margin of
error 1o the dara in the DEIR. Please detail the margin of ermor and repor it every tme the amount of
available ground warer is mentioned in the DEIR.

Aleo, and again, when a scientist stares thar the mumber i the best avalable acearding v che quantity
and quality” of the dar available, it &5 obviows that data s sither missing or of questionable
Mwﬁwdsmm“mﬁmbummﬂym:icwmdqwdﬁmm
to caloulate the amount of water available in an aquifer study, Please report the time frame needed, the
rgp.:-gnfdmdutu.uuﬂimruud!wﬂlyofﬂ!ﬁmlmﬂ}gi:,ﬂursdﬁﬂgmlgiuufemrfnr:mld}r
with hipher quality data, and the rmason why this type of study was never undertaken,

In light of the overall quantity and quality of the dara, and 2 eall 1o Mimbnes confirmed that the margin of
mu:mgﬂmbﬁ]ﬁmemﬂycumﬁf@pmﬁiutmndm,lmmviewﬁew:.il:.bli‘grofgrmmd
warer in the Marts Valley Aquifer. With water quality problems for amenic, manganese, and mdon,
predict thas 10% of the avalable wacer is conraminated asd not saitable for human comsenpton, and
the study really has 2 of ermor of 50%. With these valid assumptions, the amount of water
available and reported in i DEIR should be reporred as 22,000 scre feer plhas/minus 11,000 acre feer.
Therefars, the smount of availahle water conld be as koor as 11,000 acre feer.

From the DEIR (page 47-35), “In addition to the build our under the Proposed Land Use Diagram, che
remaining portiors of the Martis Valley (Town of Truckee, Mevada County) are expected 1o generate a 746
water dermand of approximarely 13,000 to 14,000 acre-feet anmually [Anronoced, 2001). Thus, cthe wmeal
vater demand for the Martis Valley (both Placer and Mevada County) st build-ont is anticipared 10 be
21,000 o 22,000 acre-fest anmually.”

MORE
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Page

| Lori Lawrence - David Welch response ta Draft EIR for Marlis Valley -6-13.00¢

"

Page 3

The amoust of svailable water is very possibly as b as 11,0000 acre-feer, The sed plan uses
warer well over the rate that is acceprable. Thers & a definite and caloulable rl'skln-ll:.lpnlbt plp;lj'ﬂfwd use
for water for the area sudied is 100% more than available, Please use hetter data and than perform the
statistical analysis that will tell the community what the probabiliyis that the amouns of avaiable warer

will be excended, ]'.fl':!d:l}l'll,mﬂa:ra-fcezmlﬂﬂabh,mdlhngml:lmwdownﬂfnhriqlif:rm, e
the resubs could be disastrous. The ski and golf industries will not have enough water to fanction t Sl
brailid out, our owrist based economy will lieeally dryup, wells wil get deeper and deeper, more
elecericity will be used t pump, wetlands and wildlife habitat will be destroyed, and the local residents
will pot have sufficient dnnking weter.

ﬂnDEIR'simtd’ﬁ:ieminﬂwquaﬁl}'nfdxmuuﬂysisb:mmtbﬂdmisnl’mdeqim' iy

Plase collect quality long tem gauged data and do a qualiy wacer analys, and then repoetebot dary | 747
with apprapriate margins of error in a revised DEIR,
ﬂho,pkﬂedevﬂupmilmma&\tphninﬂmjmtdmwﬁhﬂitmmuanlﬂmemﬂthmi:cnmqr

that allows for development thar does not exceed water f 9,000 acee feet. This plan should che 748
seportist in.sned sviiated i che DETE. PR S R R R G

Sincercly,

|

Dravid Lancis
Vorng ressdence:
4018 Ski View
Morthstar ar Tahoe

Mailing Addimss:

2032 Scom SL

an Francisco, CA 941153
Tl i :
415.561.0828
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LETTER 74:

Response 74-1:

Response 74-2

Response 74-3

Response 74-4

Response 74-5

Response 74-6

Response 74-7

Response 74-8

DAVID LANDIS, RESIDENT

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the Public
Review Period).

Comment noted. The County considers the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft
EIR adequate for consideration of the Martis Valley Community Plan and in
compliance with CEQA.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a) states that an EIR is an informational
document for decision-makers and the general public that analyzes the
significant environmental effects of a project, identifies possible ways to
minimize significant effects, and describes reasonable alternatives to the
project that could reduce or avoid its adverse environmental impacts. Input
on the scope of the Draft EIR was received as part of comments on the
Notice of Preparation, which were considered in the preparation of the Draft
EIR. Thus, input on the EIR was solicited and utilized pursuant to CEQA.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4
Water Supply Effects of the Project).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4
(Water Supply Effects of the Project) and Response to Comment K-6.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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[Cori Lawrence - David Welch 2 response to Dralt EIR for Martis Valley -8-13.60¢ —Page

Letter 75

A Lon Lawrence
Environmental Review Technician
Placer C‘nmrlvl’]aming Deparcment
11414 “B" Avemue
Aubum, CA 95603

Clo: planning@placer.cagov

RE: Drsft Environmental Impact Report for the Propesed Mans Valley Community Plan update, SCH
MNoe 2001072050

Dear Mz, Lawrence:

Thank you for the opportunity tw comment oo ths draft envimonmenta] impact report. Fist, T have
three requests: 1) As the DEIR i a very complicated document, and it i5 very time intensive 1o review
environmental impacts and correlste thern to appropniate Placer county polices, goals, and mitigation L,
measures, [ request an extension of the public comment pennd. 3} By my examanation thus far, i« =
evident that this DEIR neither follows the letter of or the et of the California Environmental 75:2
Chuality Act, and T therefore tequest thar 2 seviced DETR that meats CEQA requrements be completed
and recirculared for public review. 3) One of the glanng faults of the DEIR is that there was virually
nos public inpur for this plan. Thens was mgm entation for the environmental nﬂnmu'ur,'.r. the
Truckee, divessificarion of the economy proponents, audm'.'mmhh ecammuq:ﬂm All of chese
citizens have a stake and a voice in the future of their communiry, and none were effectively represented.
1 therefore request that the present plnning process be stopped and a new state of the art Smart
Growth Citens commmittee be formed that wall do a tree communiny visioning process that looks ar all
the inrerest of this diverse comomanity.

Large bind owness and developers are In the business of paying off their banks and equity partners and
mﬂ%:g:un! there it 2 larpe seturn on imvestment far themsebes. Tris in their best intepsses to always
maximize the amount of umts and or coverage that dhey can achieve, and minimize the amount of fand

that 15 not available for development,

.I'LE an example, the poposed community plan really allows for 20467 wnits (DETR mble 4.2-10), with an

fusted helding capacity of 9,220 units. What Law wall hold the developers to 9,220 units total? Howr 754
mﬂumdzm reduction cakeubated? W all the developable land in the Mams Valley, and only
the land in Maris Valley, reviewed to determine a "standard deduction” for the Manis Valley
spectfically? If not, why not! What is the margin of error in the 20% standard deduction (rable 4.2-10)¢
Al mumbers ealeulszed with dara will have 2 mnge of ereor. Please provide all the dara svailable and
justify the margin of error, then, report the adjusted holding capacity with a realistsc margin of emor.
Without this margin of ermor, the rmage of iopacy cannct be propesly caloulated, and e DEIR
therefore understates these impacts. Please recaloulare all impacts smdied in the DEIR, including but
nor limited 1o, all impacts identified in table 20-1. Please pay special artention to and calculate the
effects on affordable housing, water use, vaffic, fragmentarion of wildife habitr, loss of species, air
pollution (ozone and pmi0 pamices), and repont the increase in asthma and hean stracks inherent with
increases in air pollution ever levels in the Martis Valley ar the present.

75-3

MORE
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[Lori Lawrence - David Welch 2 response Io Drail EIR for Maris Valley -8-13.doc - __ Page

Page 2

Also, the plan understates the possible level of permanens occupation of the units in the furure, This
mumber is then used to caloulate all impacts in the valley. Flease do a detailed studyon the presen
purchasers for vacation homes in resorts. Take inso account dhat they sre baby boomers nearing
retir=ment and thar many have plans o reiee in their vacation homes. Repert this information in the
DEIR with real masgins of eror, Please take imo sccounr information availible from, and why not do 2
joint study with Mare Hutcheson of the American Planning Association? T am sure the APA would love 755
t do a defimitive study of a resort area as impaortane as the Trockee/Lake Tabsoe area.

 For your information, and as a sian o this investigation, see the APA's newslener for resorts
(Mounsains and Shores-Summer 2002), In the article “Huge Boom in Residential Migration 1o Resore
Towns Concerns Locals, Plnness,” the author, in pan says:

“Varation spots typically inhabited by 2 small number of locals in the off-season are
attracting residential migration in record oumbers, and developing year round commurity
conflicts. These Incarions rypically offer coastal, mounesia, and |aleside rcrestion areas, Assarsl
beaury, fresh air, and entermnment options. But those who wsed 1o come and visit are now
COMINE 0 5Ty w s APA researcher MNate Hutcheson reports in Zoning News, a
pubbcarion of the American Planning Association, communities that offer such luxuries are now
primne candidates for land use conflices. * Americans are on the move 1o resort destinations”,
says Hachenson. “The papulations of tmditional get-away destinations are surging, and
are caming face to face with new social, economic, and public health challenges

: .ameuf:h.'k.' Residential migravios to vacstion destinarions i estimated at 700,000 1o 16
million people per year... The task for planners seems o be defining and mainmining a balance
berween year-round, seasonal, and vacarioning people while considering the affects on property,
the well being of the commmity, and a thriving econormy."

The DEIR i fundamenzally flawed i the most basic of data collection and analysis. Tt in every instance
possible undsrstates the rrus level of impace m the eronomi, social, and enviroamental health of the 756
Martis ‘r’allc}r(}ammunfz;. This process could be greatly cobunced by a commuairy visioning process

that takes o account the economic and envirenmental coneems of all comnmairy stakehalders,

Sincerely,

Duvid Landis
Voting residence:
4018 Sk View
Morthstar ar Tahoe

Mailing address:
2032 Scom St
Sm_Fnru:isgu, CA 94115

7
415.561.0888
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LETTER 75:

Response 75-1:

Response 75-2

Response 75-3

Response 75-4

Response 75-5

Response 75-6

DAVID LANDIS, RESIDENT

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the Public
Review Period).

Comment noted. The County considers the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft
EIR adequate for consideration of the Martis Valley Community Plan and in
compliance with CEQA.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a) states that an EIR is an informational
document for decision-makers and the general public that analyzes the
significant environmental effects of a project, identifies possible ways to
minimize significant effects, and describes reasonable alternatives to the
project that could reduce or avoid its adverse environmental impacts. Input
on the scope of the Draft EIR was received as part of comments on the
Notice of Preparation, which were considered in the preparation of the Draft
EIR. Thus, input on the EIR was solicited and utilized pursuant to CEQA.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area).

Comment noted. The County considers the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft
EIR adequate for consideration of the Martis Valley Community Plan and in
compliance with CEQA.

Placer County
May 2003

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-553



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Letter 76

Ta: Lori Lawrenca, Planning Depl., Placer County

Attn.: Lol Lewrence
Emvironmental Review Technician
Placer Courty Planning Dept.
11414 "B" Avenus

Aiburn, CA BSE0T

Cho: planningfplacer.ca gov
Froms: Daweid Landiz
4016 5ki View, Northstar at Tahos

Mailing address: 3032 Scolt 5t., San Francisco — 418561 0888

Emall; davidiDiandispr. com

Dear Lowi;
This fifth letter Is submitted in response ta the Draft EIR for Martis Valley.

This EIR should provide public decision-makers with enosgh meaningfid information “to make a dacision shich
Immlligontly tokes inte account envirgonmental consegquences.” But it doesnitl 764

A surmmary of major flaws include, but are not limited to, the following:

1. The project description |s Incomplete which msults in analyses that underestimate the impacts. (6800 j T6.2
new hames, etc.) |
2. 2. Koy aspects of the project setting are nol adequately described. | 78-3
3. The full extent of significant environmantal impacts are not disclosed
4. The level of analysis fails to includo prejoet s paeiic information that s avallable, Gonclusions ar | 76-4
Rubstituted for sctual analysis. | 765
8. Cumulative mpacts are nat identifiad: thus mitigation moasures for addressing scumulative inpacts are
amitsed. | T6-6
6. Tha mport falls to analyze & reasonable range of altarnatives, | T
7.  Please axiend the public comment pericd — the County has not allowed enough tme for input. | 76-8
8. The plan ecommaends far oo much development for the area ! 76-9
We nead more than a superficial boller plate analysis when the future of the entire valley 76-10
is at stake. -

Tha msin reasans people want a second home In the mauntains are sied as follows: no statistlcs can prove
aiherwise, Clean alr and water, stars at night, a little smell of wood smoke, or pine irees, an open valley, a forest

area, lake or meadow, places suitable for rotraat, sighlings of wildiife. All of the reasons | live here now ane 76-11
threatened by this genoral plan. In thia plan the Moentains are not mentioned once. Recreation and Nature d6 nat

mix well any longer In Callifornia. §easl my vole for nature,

Sincerety,
David Landis - 4018 Ski View, Morthstar at Tahoe

Mailing address: 2032 Scott §t., San Franciseo, CA 94115 - 415.561,0888 — davidilandispr com
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LETTER 76: DAVID LANDIS, RESIDENT

Response 76-1:

Response 76-2

Response 76-3

Response 76-4

Response 76-5

Response 76-6

Response 76-7

Response 76-8

Response 76-9

Response 76-10

Response 76-11

Comment noted. The County considers the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft
EIR adequate for consideration of the Martis Valley Community Plan and in
compliance with CEQA.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy) and 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the
Plan Area).

The commentor suggests that the setting discussions in the Draft EIR are
incomplete, but provides no details to support this statement. The setting
discussions provided in the Draft EIR are extensive and meet the
requirements of CEQA Guidelines 15125.

The commentor suggests that the impact analyses in the Draft EIR are
incomplete, but provides no details to support this statement. The impact
analyses provided in the Draft EIR are extensive and meet the requirements
of CEQA Guidelines 15126.2.

The commentor suggests that the impact analyses in the Draft EIR fails to
provide project-specific information, but provides no details to support this
statement. Sections 4.1 through 4.12 of the Draft EIR include detailed
discussions and analysis associated with project impacts that includes
information such as, traffic volumes and associated impacts, air quality
pollution and noise increases, and the extent of substantial land disturbance.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7(Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the Public
Review Period).

Comment noted. Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft
EIR were received, no further response is required.

Comment noted. The County considers the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft
EIR adequate for consideration of the Martis Valley Community Plan and in
compliance with CEQA.

Comment noted. Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft
EIR were received, no further response is required.

Placer County
May 2003
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[__I:E_r_i_LEr_g.r_r_f_lng:E?!::'l_anls Vallay Draft E.I._}:-_t. Comrment . : ) o Page
Letter 77
From: “Bill Evans Email" <wevans@resis.com=
To: <LJLawrenf@placer.ca.gove
Date: B1902 12:31PM
Subject: Martiz Valley Draft E.|.R. Commant
August 17, 2002

Dear Ms. Lawrence and Placer County Board of Supervisors,

We have been Placer county reaidents for the past 13 1/2 years; as residents of Roseville for that time 774
period and as owners of a condominium at Morthstar for the past 12 years, We are writing to comment on
the Draft E.LR. for the Martis Valley, This document s incomplete in numerous ways.

One area thal we studied was traffic, When were the average daily traffic counts done? Traffic varies
drastically in this area; Le. a holiday ski weekend versus a weekday in May. A gross omission is Highway
89 and West River Road. Many visitors and residents of the Martis Valley travel West River Road to Hwy.
B9 to access Interstate 80 or to shop, As Roseville residents we have witnessed the incraased traffic flow
an Interstate B0 through our community. On weekends many of the fravelers are going from the Bay Area 7.2
to Tahoe. On Fridays, starting at about 12 noon fraffic on eastbound 80 through Reseville is bumper to ?
bumper. The same thing in the reverse direction on Sundays starting at sbout 12 noon. Local residents
ere forced (o use allernale routes to navigate our own community, Most of this traffic is coming from the
Gan Francisco area as well as the out of conirol development in West Placer County, Sdding a multitude
af new devalapment in the Martis Valley will have a profound effect on our I-80 traffic in the Rosaville area.
Anather traffic issue is the proposed widening of Hwy. 267 from the new spur to Norfhstar, Things to
consider: the increased cost of snow removal as well as the fact that this road has had numerous
fatzlities over the years. If it is expanded a divider should be considered, |

Keep in mind that much has happened in the 31 years since Morthstar's master plan was developad, Cur
knewledge of anvironmental impacts has expanded greafly. Let's leam from the mistakes of unbridied
dovelopment not perpetuate it, We are extremely discouraged o see our beautiful Rosevilla area
expanding out of controd until every last bit of land hes development on . We loved the open spaces
argund us. Mo longer. Many people travel to the Martis Valley area to escape the congested Bay Area 73
and Sacraments Valley areas. Do we want the urban and suburban spraw! of West Placer County to alse
b the narm of East Placer County? The answer is a rescunding NO|

Please lzave a legacy for fulure ganerations and stop the madness of development that is out of control,
Slop the excassive building and developing at Morthstar and the entire Martis Valley.

Al the very least, this E.I.R. neads to be rewritlen with a much broader study area and mare facts an
long-term impacts to tha region. If this draft E.LR. were submitted for & grade for completaness and
accuracy it would receive an Fl A longer comment period is needed and more input from the public. 774
Placer County is gaining & much deserved reputation of supporting development and not lisiening to the
concems of the voling public. Please listen to the citizens who love this area and nat to the developers
who are only concerned about short term gains,

Thank you.
Sincerely,

Williarm and Christine Evans
1103 Kris Way

Rosaville, CA. 95861

(916) TH4-6738
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LETTER 77:

Response 77-1:

Response 77-2:

Response 77-3:

Response 77-4:

BILL EVANS, RESIDENT

Comment noted. This commentor states that the Draft EIR is inadequate in
numerous ways, but fails to state how the document is inadequate.
Therefore, no response is necessary.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis) and Section 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation) of
the Draft EIR. Additionally, the commentor is referred to pages 4.11-94
through -97 in Section 4.11 (Public Services and Utilites) of the Draft EIR for a
discussion of snow removal on area roadways.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

This commentor states that the Draft EIR needs to be rewritten with a much
broader study area and more facts on the long-term impact to the region,
and says that the document is neither complete nor accurate. The
commentor fails to state what study area should be evaluated, what facts
were omitted, and what information is incomplete and inaccurate. The
commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), as well as Sections
4.1 through 4.12 of the Draft EIR. No further response is necessary.

Placer County
May 2003
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Sent By: DIcklnson's Tub and Tilae; 530 587 3204; Aug-19-02 11:304M: Page 152
Letter 78
Dennls A Dickinson
10570 Roan Count
Truckes, Cu 5061

<mal cprid.ne
Phons (130) JE7-1430 -
hax (500) 383204

August 19, 2002

Placer Cdunty Board of Supervisars
Attn: Lofi Lawrence
Environmental Review Technician

(530) BBY-7470 TFAX (530) 889-7400

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley Community Plan
Updite, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Plage County Board of Supervisors,

[ am ajtwenty-one year resident at 10579 Rosa Court, Truckee, Ca. Even though Tam not a
resident of Placer County, [ find that | must speak out against your development plans conceming
the Martig Valley,

1 undegstand that your plan calls for 1) 6,500 1 9,000, 2) 750,000 square feet of new 781

1. Adkquate infrastructure suck as roads, schools, healtheare, fire, police, and ete. | 782
2. of air and water quality. | 783
3. Pollution to the ground water caused by the fertilization of additional golf coursas. | 784
3. Digturbance and loss of our wildlife. . | 785
6. ization of community that should be kept as open space, | 78-8
7. Inchmpatible land use with a regional airport. | 78-7

i does not adequately deseribe the full extent of significant environmental impacts 1o
YOUr &0 , the adjacent Town of Truckee and Mevada County. The cumulative environmental 788
impacts afc not entircly identified. Theretfore, the mitigation measures tor addressing these
impacts fall far helow the standard of care from any prudent plarming depariment.
The EIR feport fails to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives.
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Sent By: DIckinsom's Tub and Tile; 530 587 3204; Aug-19-02 11 :304M; Page 252

concemned about the traffic congestion and the effect un air quality will have on my
. The roads around Truckee were built for the Mincteen-Twenties. 1 have two 789

1929 Mddel h’? that were built the same year as the railroad tube on Highway 89. That should
tel! you thing. Highway 267 was begot out of an old logging road. Cal Trans would not
build & like Hwy 276 using today's highway building guide lines.

¢ in and around Truckee has become unbearable. To make a l=ft hand turn unto
85 Ruad, a person must 1) turn right, 2) tumn left into a business parking lot, 3) wm
then 4) tumn right. This is no joke. You do not want to know how [ would travel
ire Drive 1o my home off Hwy 267 at four in the afternoon. The traffic now backs up

on Hwy P67 every afternoon.

T8-10

! bypass iz only atwo lane road. Ferty-cight thousand more car trips on that road
dl}rmg peck period will create pridluck. I have witnessed Hwy 267 backed up all the way Ip
Kings - I'se= only one solution to this problem. Placer County must mitigate the building
six lane road to Interstate 80 to carry your traffic. Gridlock creates air pollution, not
the waste of fossil fuel. It would be very unliir 1 the citizen's of the Town of
Truckee %o have to bear the burden of this impact,

T8-1

lf‘ youtare unwilling to build a new highway, then Placer County should not build out the
Martis Villey. Please direct your EIR to reconsider this very grave impact caused by the traffic

congestiqn and air quality,
SF@JE

Deanis A. Dickinson

Ta-12

ce: Towt of Truckes Council
Nevada County Board of Supervisors
Sierrh Sun
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LETTER 78: DENNIS A. DICKINSON

Response 78-1:

Response 78-2:

Response 78-3:

Response 78-4:

Response 78-5:

Response 78-6:

Response 78-7:

Response 78-8:

Response 78-9:

Response 78-10:

Response 78-11:

Response 78-12:

Comment noted. Because the commentor does not discuss the adequacy
of the Draft EIR, no response is necessary.

The commentor is referred to Section 4.11 (Public Services and Utilities) of the
Draft EIR for a discussion of impacts and mitigation for public services and
utilities.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality), 3.4.6
(Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), as well as Sections
4.6 (Air Quality) and 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality of the Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 78-3.

The commentor is referred to Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft
EIR.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 71-2.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area), 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis), and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and
Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR).

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7
(Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR)
and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis), as well as Sections 4.4
(Transportation and Circulation) and 4.6 (Air Quality) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis) and Section 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation) of
the Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 78-10.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comments 78-9.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
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4141 Ramsey Circle
Carson City, Nevada 89706-0550

A 16, 2002 eR COy,
T M oaTE 7y
Ms. Lor Lawrence RECEIVED
Placer County Planning Department ’
11414 B Avenue aUG 19 ?Ell-’ .
Auburmn, California 95603 -
i PLANNING DEPARTMENT
RE: Martis Valley Community Plan Update
DEIR SCH2001072050

Dear Mz, Lawrence:

On behalf of the owners of the Waddle Ranch, CSCON has been conducting baseline wildlife
surveys on the Waddle Ranch property for various species since January, 2000,

CSCON has conducted three years of approved protocol surveys for willow flyeatcher on the
Waddle Ranch. The result for each year has been the same, unoceupied hahitat,

CECON alsa falllowed the approved northern goshawk protocol to determine if any portion of the Tod
Waddle Ranch is nesting habitat for the northern goshawk. After two years of survevs, Waddle
Ranch does not have nesting northem goshawks anywhere on the property.,

CSCON has also conducted deer dragging, deer spotlighting, and deer pellet surveys. There is no
evidence as a resull of these surveys that Waddle Ranch is a critical deer fawning ar=a.

Canﬂ .'Scillleicl‘u:r is the project manager at CSCON for the wildlife survevs. He s a Certified
Wildlife Biologist and has been conducting natural resource surveys for over 24 years.

If you have any questions, pleass contact me at 775 885-1044,
Sincerely

C bm C/Q"‘—‘

Carter Schificher, C.W.B.

Ce: Mark Solit
James Porter, Esq.

PR TTTI TR T a0

Placer County
May 2003
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LETTER 79: CARTER SCHLEICHER, C.W.B.

Response 79-1: The commentor provides biological resources data that is based upon
baseline wildlife surveys on the Waddle Ranch property since January 2000.
The commentor states that no willow flycatchers have been sited, there are
no nesting northern goshawks, and there is no evidence of critical deer
fawning area. Because the commentor does not discuss the adequacy of
the Draft EIR, no further response is necessary.
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Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
3.0-562



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Letter B0
LAW OFFICES OF o
Lawwy T. WinBERRY m:l‘:,:::‘;ﬁ
LAMNY T, WIMBEARY IGI0 AMERICAN RivER DRIVE, SUHTE 224 FACEIMILE
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA DSA64 LTI e
VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS CER Co
M Date u“"};.
Avgust 16, 2002 RECEIvED
Lori Lawrence AlG 1 9 ppp0
Placer County Planning Department P
11411 B Avenue PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Auburn, CA 93603

Re:  Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Draft Environmental Impact Report

Drear Ms Lowrence:

This letter is written on behalf of DMB/Highlands Group, LLC, the owner of
certain properties located within the Martis Valley Community Plan (“MVCP™) planning
area as identified in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR™) pertaining to the
MVCP. The following matters should be resolved in the Responses to Comments
document to be prepared for consideration by the Planning Commission and the Board of
Supervisors as a part of the Final Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR.")

DMB/MHG Comment 1: On pages 4.1-25 and 4.1-26 the DEIR states that the proposed
project (“PP"') (and the other Land Use Map Alternatives, AA, AB and AC) do “not
require consistency with the policies included in the CLUP.® The DEIR then concludes
that the, “[L]ack of consistency with CLUP and Airport Master Plan is a potentially
significant impact.” On pages 4.1-29 and 4.1-30 the DEIR propescs mitigation measure
MM 4.1.1a and MM 4.1.1b to be added to the MVCP in order to remove the potential for 80-1
significant impact. Those statements and conclusions do not consider the detailed state
law scheme which created Airport Land Use Commissions, which requires the
preparation of Comprehensive Land Use Plans for each airport and which requires
consistency between local General Plans and the CLUP's within their planning areas.

It is hereby requested that the passages on page 4.1-25 and 4.1-26 be edited to
read substantially as follows: “Although the proposed Community Plan Document does
not explicitly require consistency with the policies included in the CLUP, state law,
Government Code Seetion 65302.3 requires General Plans to be consistent with CLUP's
adopted pursuant to Govemment Code Section 21675, Government Code Sections 21676
and 21676.5 prescribe the procedure to be used to ensure such consistency. Thus, any
potential for lack of consistency between the CLUP and the Airport Master Plan is a less
than significant impact.” If such a change is made, then MM 4.1.1a and MM 4.1.1b
should be deleted as superfluous and potentially in confliet with state law. If adopted,

Placer County
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Lori Lawrence

Placer County Planning Department
August 16, 2002

Page Z of @

those MM's would, in effect, require the Placer County Board of Supervisors to give up
the power o determine by a two-thirds vote that the General Plan is consistent with the
CLUP, overriding any finding of inconsistency by the Foothill ALUC. Sucha
relinquishment of governmental authority by the Board of Supervisors is unnecessary,
unwise, not required by CEQA and may well be unlawful in that the Board may not
delegate its legislative powers.

Mnother reason MM4.1.1b should be deleted is that it would require the Board of 80-1
Supervisors to defer, in all instances, to the Airport Master Plan. The statutory scheme Cont'd
requires the ALUC to adopt a CLUP, “based on a long-range master plan or an airport
layout plan, as determined by the Division of Acronautics of the Department of
Iransportation, that reflects the anticipated growth of the airport during at least the next
20 years.” (Government Code Section 21675.) Thus, conformity with the CLUF,
determined in accordance with the provisions of Government Code Section 21676, will
ensure conformity with the master plan or layout on which the CLUP is based, As
written, MM 4.1.1b would allow the Airport District tw impose land use decisions on the
area surrounding the airport without the approval of the Division of Aeronautics, without
the approval of the Foothill ALUC and in derogation of the Board of Supervisors'
authority to determine consistency between the General Plan, (and projects proposed
unider the General Plan) and the CLUP,

DMB/HG Comment 2. On page 4. 1-35, the DEIR states that the loss of timberland
which would result from development under the PP and the other Map Alternatives
would be a significant impact. In the next to the last paragraph on that page, it is noted
that the CDF does not currently require mitigation for the loss of timberland. Moreover, .
the CDF reports that when portions of a development site are designated for timber
production, the homeowners in the area will proiest the removal of the fimber from the
site in the future. This passage reveals that the develapment of large lot subdivisions in
forested areas acts as a long term protection of the great majority of the timber on the
developed site. The fact that the owners will, in future, protest the removal of the timber
does NOT mean that “the timber resource is lost.™  To the contrary, it means that the
timber resource will be preserved until it is needed to the extent that the protests of the
homeowners is outweighed by the need to consume the timber, Tt is requested that the
finding of significant impact set forth on page 4.1-38 be replaced by a finding of “less
than significant impact” unless other evidence concerning the magnitude of the impact in
relation to the region’s supply of timberland is cited to support the finding of
significance. The standard of significance cited on page 4.1-14, “[A]ffects timber
resources or operations” is inappropriate in that the loss of timberland necessary to
accommodate one dwelling would satisfy that standard. The standard of significance
should be edited to read: “[Substantially adversely affects the timber resources or
operations of the region, (e.g. .. .)" The findings of “significant and unavoidable” impact
on timber produetion in the Plan area should be changed to “less than significant.”

B0-2
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Lori Lawrence

Placer County Planning Department
August 16, 2002

Page 3 of 9

DMB/HG Comment 3. On page 4.2-26, the DEIR proposes MM 4.2.2, which would
require the construction of “affordable™ residential units in order to address the so called
affordable housing and employee housing imbalance. This MM should be deleted for at
lesst three reasons,

First, the limitations on development within the Martis Valley as imposed by the
current Martis Valley General Plan (“MVGP™) and the 1994 Placer County General Plan
("PCGP™) have resulted in relatively high land costs for undeveloped land with general
plan designations allowing future development. Additionally the mitigation measures
and development standards imposed upon development in the planning area, together 80-3
with the climatic conditions and resulting building code standards have conteibuted to the
relatively high development and construction costs for residential projects. The transport
of materials and the necessities of life into the Sierra Nevada mountains in order to allow
construction and to supply the needs of the residents of the planning area contribute to the
relatively high cost of living in the Martis Valley. All three of these factors, working
topether, make it impossible to construct housing at a cost which can be afforded by low
to moderate income families. Indeed, it is difficult to provide moderately expensive
housing for higher than median income families. However, protections afforded the
mountain setting by the MVGF, the PCGP and the proposed Martis Valley Community
Plan ("MVCP") are designed to ensure that the Martis Valley remains a very desirable
location for outdoor, winter and summer recreation and as a site for second homes,

Those protections remain necessary and appropriate and should not be trumped by the
geal of providing affordable housing,

Second, the environmental conditions and values, as well as the economic
structure within the Martis Valley is quite different from the conditions in ithe Central
Valley and in the suburbs of the Coastal cities in California, for which the State
legislative scheme for affordable housing was designed. The State laws reguiring each
county and city 1o ensure a mix of affordable housing and market rate housing within its
Jurisdiction was based on the presumption that the planning area would include a number
of relatively low pay jobs that would be held by the heads of households andfor by
waorking couples. In those cireumstances it makes sense for the counties to make sure
that affordable homes are available for those workers and their families and that the
affordable housing (and the school facilities and other services that housing requires) is
dispersed throughout the planning area so as fo avoid blighted conditions associated with
large areas dominated by low cost housing.  The State mandated housing goals are
echoed in the PCGP and the MVGP, However, in the Martis Valley, a large percentape
of the relatively low pay jobs are seasonal jobs in the outdeor recreation industry and are
not held by the heads of househalds, Many of these seasonal workers ane individuals
who Jive in apartments with groups of friends and do not require, and would not invest in,
a traditional affordable (subsidized) housing unit, Thus, the goals of the state and county
housing policy are not fully spplicable to the situation in Martis Valley, Muoreover, the
achievement of the state and county poals as to affordable housing, unless refined to it
the situation in Martis Yalley, will result in the creation of sipnificant environmental
impacts which should be avoided. In effect, the implementation of the standard

Martis Valley Community Plan Update

Placer Coun /

May 2003 v Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-565



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Lori Lawrence

Placer County Planning Department
August 16, 2002

Page 4 of 9

approach to affordable housing, as embodied in proposed MM 4.2.2 is itself a growth
inducing addition to the PP and should be deleted for that reason and because it is, if
applied to the Martis Valley, inconszistent with the goals of the State’s affordable housing
legislative scheme. Furthermore, WM 4.2.2 is inconsistent with the policies adopted in
the 1994 PCGP. Deletion of MM 4.2.2 will allow PCGP Policies 2.A.11 and 2.A.18 to
guide the development of affordable housing in the Martis Valley in a manner which is
sensitive to the unique characteristics of the planning area,

Third, MM 4.2 2 is, in effect, a tax upon the developers of residential projects, the ﬂ'ﬁw
cost of which will inevitably be included in the price of the non-subsidized residential
units produced, thus further increasing the median price of such residences. (State law
requires the eounlies to take note of their development policies which increase the cost of
housing and modify those policies to allow for affordable housing to be constructed
without subsidies if possible.) Regardless of relative meriis of requiring subsidized
“affordable housing™ in Martis Valley, it is patently unfair to impose the cost of
subsidization of affordable housing only upon the developers and purchasers of new
residences. As demonstrated in the DEIR, the need for affordable housing is tied to the
cregtion of jobs within the planning area. Thus, the cost of subsidizing housing for the
holders of those jobs should be spread over the community as a whole. The proper
means to allocate the burden is to e the cost of subsidized housing 1o the jobs in the
planning area, whether those jobs are generated by the creation of housing or by the
creation or expansion of other businesses in the planning area. In that manner, the costs
of subsidized housing would be passed on to all the consumers of the goods or services
provided by the workers who need the housing. Because MM 4.2.2 is wholly inequitable,
it should be deleted in favor of Policy 2.A.11 and Policy 2.A. 18 of the PCGP,

IF WM 4.2 2 i5 not to be deleted, the EIR should explain and quantify the adverse
environmental impacts of replacing ten percent of the market rate housing, which would
likely be utilized as second homes, with affordable housing (subsidized by the purchasers
of new markel rate housing) which would be occupied by low income families as full

fime residents.

DMB/HG Comment 4. On page 4.4-36, in item 4, the DEIR states that the anticipated
traffic to be generated by Siller Ranch ski area was added to the winter traffic volumes in
the traffic analysis model. The DEIR should be edited to point out that the Siller Ranch
ski area is envisioned as a private ski area’access point available only to the residents and B80-4
guests of the contemplated Siller Ranch project. The trips added to the model for this ski
area should be deleted, or a mode] run should be completed without those trips, for
comparison purposes. Further, any estimate of ski trips originating in Siller Ranch and
lerminating at Notthstar Ski Avea via SR 267 should take into account the fact that the PP
contemplates a transit connection between those communitics.

DMBAHG Comment 5. On 4.4-36 the DEIR states that the “anticipated increases in
traffic volumes that feed into the Martis Valley area™ (referred to in this letter s “through 805
traffic™) were added to the traffic model, in addition to the anticipated trafTic generated
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from full build out of the Town of Truckee General Plan as well as planned development |

in Mevada County. To those anticipated increases in traffic were added the anticipated | BO.5
traffic which would be generated by the full build eut allowed under the PP and each of | Cont'd
the Map alternatives. Although the trip generation numbers in Table 4.4-14 appear to be |
project specific, the Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures discussion beginning on
page 4.4-39 do not consider only “project impacts™ on roadway segments and
intersections. Instead that discussion is based on the forecasted conditions at full build-
out of the region including the FP at the time of build-out. We would respecifully
contend that the DEIR analysis of “Project Impacts™ is, instead, an analysis of cumulative
conditions at build-out, and is, therefore, a quite significant overstatement of the project’s
direct impacts on traffic congestion. It is requested that the EIR inelude a revised Tahle
4.4-15 and a revised Table 4.4-16, vach expanded or footnoted to show, for cach
Intersection and each Roadway Segment assessed, the percentage of the forecasted traffic
generated by: (a) current traffic volumes; (b) anticipated increases in through traffic
volumes: (¢) anticipated increases in traffic volumes resulting from build-out of the Town
of Truckee General Plan; (d) anticipated increases in traffic velumes resulting from build-
out of anticipated projects in Nevada County; and, (e) anticipated increases in traffic
volumes forecast to result from build-out allowed under the PP and each of the Map
Alternatives studied. Only with that information will the public and the elected officials
be able to assess the impacts of the proposed project as compared with the projects
regulated by other jurisdiclions.

DMB/HG Comment . On pages 4.5-18 and 4.5-19, the DEIR states that development
under the MVCP would expose existing and future residents to noise levels ranging from
#5 to 95 dB at a distance of 50 feet. The EIR should point out that residents would only
rarely be that close to the types of equipment listed in Table 4.5-4 in that such
construction noise would be generated prior to the beginning of construction of houses in
each development amd that such noise sources would be rarely encountered, if at all, in
the vicinity of occupied residences, Additionally, the EIR should provide information BO-B
regarding the reduction in the sound level perception resulting from the attenuation of
receptor in relation to the generator of the sound. Table 4.5-4 should be edited to include
the dB levels from each source at 100, 200 and 400 feet. (Doubling the distance from the
source o the receptor diminishes the dB level by approximately 6 dB for each doubling
of the distance.) Using that information, the reader eould more accurately assess the
likely impact of temporary construction noise during development of future projects
within the plan aren. In light of the attenuation distances inherent in development
activities, it is respectfully suppested that the level of impact from temporary construction
noisz under the PP would be less than signilicant. It is requesied that the significance
levels stated on pages 4.5-19, (just above the discussion of Impact 4.5.2) be restated to

“less than significant.”

DMB/HG Comment 7. On page 4.6-11, the DEIR proposes MM 4.6.1, which requires 0.7
“subsequent projects to fully mitigate their construction air pollutant emissions that are in
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Lon Lawrence

Placer County Planning Department
August 16, 2002

Page 6 of 9

excess of the Placer County Air Pollution Control District” thresholds for significance for
emissions. However, at the top of the next page, the DEIR states that, “given the timing
and extent of construction activities in the Plan area and Martis Valley, it may not be
feasible to fully mitigate all construction emissions. Thus, this impact [construetion 0.7
pollutant emissions) is considered significant and unavoidable.” Those two statements, Caont'd
taken together, mean that if there will be any construction emissions at all, they will be
significant. That is contrary to the standards of significance listed on page 4.6-7, which
provide that, for this impact, enly construction pollution emissions which would result in
violations of air quality standards or the APCDYs thresholds for significance would be a
significant impact. It is requested that page 4.6-7 be edited to state that the Construction
Adr Quality Impacts, as mitigated would be “less than significant.”

DMB/HG Comment 8. On page 4.6-13, the DEIR notes that winds from the northerly
quadrant occur only 3.8% of the time. [t would be helplul if the EIR would include
information as to the average wind velocity on each day of the northerly winds, during 80-8
what months those winds cccurred and the Lypical weather and air quality conditions on
those days, in both the Martis Valley and the Tahoe Basin, Personal observations are that
the northerly winds are typically associated with, andfor produce, “clean air days™ in both
the Martis Valley and the Tahoe basin and are not associated with thermal inversions.

DMB/HG Comment 9. Unless the estimates for pollutant loads expeciled to result from
“Vehicle Exhaust/Road Dust™ presented in Table 4.6-4 on page 4.6-13 of the DEIR are
based solely on project trip gencration, these tables should be expanded or footnoted to
show the percentage of each pollutant type estimated for “Vehicle ExhaustRoad Dust™
from: (a) all existing sources; (b) expected increases in “through traffic;” (e) future
build-out allowed under the Town of Truckees General Flan; (d) future projects
anticipated in Nevada County at build-out; and (&) future build-out allowed under the PP.
{See pape 4.4-36, on which it is stated that the traffic model includes such existing and
other, non-project traffic.) The anticipated increase in air pollution attnbutable to
“through trafTic,” whether on [-80, Highway 89 or SR 267, and other non-project traffic
sources is not a project impact and should be quantified separately as a contributor to
cumulative air quality conditions at build-out.

DMBHG Comment 10, On page 4.7-15 the DEIR describes the hydrologic relation
between the upper aguifer and the middle/lower aguifer within the Martis Valley. That
description is clarified by the description of the hydrogeologic conditions in the Plan area
found on page 4.7-51. It is respectfully submitted that, for purposes of clarity, the
hydrologic information found on page 4.7-51 should be presented on page 4.7-15 as well.

BO-10

DMB/HG Comment 11. On page 4.7-43 the DEIR proposes MM 4.7.2¢, which in the
last sentence in its first paragraph provides: “The goll courses shall be designed to retain 8011
natural surface drainage patterns with buffer areas and will control and divert runoff

away from greens, tee[s] fairways and other managed turf areas to prevent leaching and
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erosion of chemicals applied in these areas.” We respectfully contend that controlling
and diverting ninoff cannot be done without altering natural surface drainage patterns.
Indeed, it is not possible to create functional tees or fairways without such alteration, and
it is not possible to create “preens” at all without such alteration.  [f runofT is to be e
diverted from managed turf areas, it should diverted away from swales and sireams and Cont'd
into areas designed to insure detention and filtration to prevent the migration of nufrients
from the golf course to surface waters — not “away from preens, tee[s| fairways and other
managed turf areas,” Indesd, the managed turf arcas themselves may be very desirable
detention and fltration areas. We respectfully request that the above quoted sentence be
deleted because it is infeasible and runs counter to the goals it is intended to serve. Those
goals are achieved by the requirements for the development and approval of a CHAMP
for each new golf course as is required by the second and third parageaphs of MM 4.7.2e.

DMB/HG Comment 12. On page 4.7-44, the DEIR proposes, in the last bullet of MM
4.7 2e, that, “pesticide concentrations shall not be allowed to accumulate in bottom
sediments or aquatic life, nor can chlorinated hydrocarbon pesticides be found at

detectable concentrations in surface waters.” With the advent of ever more sensitive 80-12
testing metheds, it is now, ot soon will be, possible to detect the presence of chlosinated
hydrocarbon pesticides and'or their decomposition products and metabolized compounds
at levels well below the background levels commonly observed in surface water, bottom
sediments or aquatic life beyond the influence of any identifiable source of such
contaminants. It iz submitted that the quoted sentence is, therefore, infeasible and is
unnecessary in light of the sentence which follows it requiring that the golf courses be
operated in such a manner as to prevent the violation of the Maximum Concentration
Levels (MCL's) of such pesticides established by the Water Quality Goals of the
California Inland Surface Water for Human Health and Freshwater Aguatic Life
Protection, The next sentence in the MM protects the quality of ground waters from any
contamination that would exceed the MCL’s established for domestic drinking water
supplics under state law. We request that the quoted sentence be deleted from MM4.7.2c
a5 infeasible and uhnecessary to prevent significant water quality impacts from golf
courses.,

DMB/HG Comment 13, On page 4.9-30, the DEIR states that suitable nesting sites for I
the American Peregrine Falcon are present within the Martis Valley., However, the type
of habitat described as typical nesting sites of the species, found on page 4.9-29, “in close
proximity to a water source on cliffs, banks or dunes,” is not identified within the Plan
area nor in the Martis Valley., The absence of actual nesting habitat would tend to 8013
explain the lack of recent sightings of the species in the Plan area. 'We would respectfully
request that, unless the EIR identifies the actual potential nesting sites within the Plan

" area, the word “nesting™ and the phrase “wintering habitat™ be deleted from the first full
sentence at the top of page 4.9-30. Similarly, we would request that, unless the EIR
identifies actual potential nesting sites for the California Spotted Owl within the Plan
ared, the last sentence in the seclion pertaining to the California Spotted Owl be edited to

Martis Valley Community Plan Update

Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report

May 2003
3.0-569



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Lor Lawrence
Placer County Planning Department

Auvgust 16, 2002

Page 8ol ®

slate that nesting habitat for that species “may occur in the upper clevations within the 80-13
Plan area” instead of suggesting that the entirety of the Plan area is suitable nesting Cont'd
habitat.

DMB/HG Comment 14, On page 4.9-53, the DEIR proposes MM 4.9.3, which is
intended to protect the viability of populations of certain plant species which are “of
special eoncern,” to the California Native Plant Sociely, some of which are also of special
concern to the federal wildlife agencies, but none of which are protected as endangered,
threatened or rare by either the federal or state government. Plant species actually
protected by State or Federal law or regulation are also protected by the policies set forth
in the PCGP and the proposed MVCP, The second paragraph of the proposed MM would
require the avoidance of all individual living specimens of six species of concern, except
as to those instances in which avoidance of the individual plants was shown to he
infeasible. Upon a showing of infeasibility mitigation for any unavoidable disturbance or BO-14
loss, however minimal, would be required. This MM is excessive and confiscatory of
private property in that the costs of repetitively redesigning and reevaluating the
economics of a given project would greatly outweigh the benefits achieved by such a
process and would impose upon the individual property owner a burden that should be
borne by the general public,

While the avoidance of endangered and threatened plant species to the fullest
extent feasible may be appropriate for such species, it is respectfilly submitted that the
goals of the PCGP and the proposed MV GP - to ensure the survival of and fo prevent the
endangerment of the species of special concern — can be attained via a mitigation
measure in which the first sentence of the second paragraph of MM 4.9.3 is edited to read
a2 follows: *If biotic surveys identify the presence of specinl-status plant species, the
subsequent project shall be designed so as to avoid not less than §0% of the individuals of
each of the special-status plant species found on the site and shall be designed to provide
buffers sround the special-status plant species avoided sufTicient w0 ensure the survival of
the avoided population(s) following full development of the subsequent project.” Itis
kereby requested that the EIR include that change.

DMB/HG Comment 15. On page 4.9-67, the DEIR proposes MM 4.9.6. The first
paragraph of this MM should be edited to make reference only to the “nests of
endangered or threalened bind species or the nests of federally protected raptors or
migratory birds,” as was, no doubt, intended by the writer. Additionally, the MM should
be edited to change “500 feet” to *100 feet.” The requirement to keep all construction 8015
activity 500 feet away from an active nest would effectively prevent work and evict the
land owner from approximately 18 acres of land. Such a restriction is patently excessive
and confiscatory, A 100 foot radius from the nest would ensure that noise sources
impacting the nest would be attenuated sufficiently to prevent abandonment of the nest
and would substantially reduce any physical intimidation factor, Even with such a 100
foot protective radius, one nest could delay a project by a full construction season,
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Leri Lawrence

Placer County Planning Department
Aupust 16, 2002

Page 9of 9

DMB/HG Comment 16. On page 4.12-32 the DEIR proposes MM 4.12.3., which is
intended to prevent glare, or reduce glare from projects developed under the PP to a less
than significant impact. We submit that a better way to achieve that goal is to edit the
MM to read as follows: “The conditions of approval of each subsequent development

project within the Plan area shall prohibit the use of highly reflective surfaces on the e
exteriors of all project structures, except for glass in windows and doors, which shall be
recessed and/or shaded sufficiently to prevent glare vizible fiom SR 267 and to reduce
unnecessary glare visible from any point off the site of the structure in gquestion.™

DMB/HG Comment 17. In Chapter 6 of the DEIR, the comparisons of the Clustered
Alternative to the PP and the Mo Project Alternative fail to point out that the reduction in
environmental impacts associated with the Clustered Altemative results chiefly from the 8017
reduction in the number of residential units that would be allowed under the Clustered
Alternative. In fact, the Clustered Alternative would allow only 4,450 new residential
units as compared to the 4,750 new residential units which would be allowed by the
Reduced Intensity Alternative. In order to avoid confusion, the Clustered Alternative
should be renamed the “Clustered Reduced Intensity Alternative™ in the EIR. I

Thank you for your consideration of the foregoing comments. Please do not
hesitate to contact me if further information or documentation is required in order ta

allow an informed response.

Very truly yours,

LwaEmm-
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LETTER 80: LANNY WINBERRY, DMB HIGHLANDS GROUP, LLC
Response 80-1: Comment noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.
= Pages 2.0-4 (Table 2.0-1), 4.1-23 through -30 and page 8.0-3 (Table 8.0-1),
the following text changes are made to Impact statement 4.1.1 and
mitigation measures MM 4.1.1a and b:
“Impact 4.1.1 Consistency with Relevant Land Use Planning Documents
PP The Proposed Land Use Diagram would potentially conflict with

land use planning documents relevant to the Plan area. This is
would be a less than significant impact.

AA The proposed Existing Martis Valley General Plan Land Use Map
Alternative would potentially conflict with land use planning
documents relevant to the Plan area. This is would be a |ess than
significant impact.

AB The proposed Alternative 1 Land Use Map would potentially
conflict with land use planning documents relevant to the Plan
area. This is would be a less than significant impact.

AC The proposed Alternative 2 Land Use Map would potentially
conflict with land use planning documents relevant to the Plan
area. This is would be a less than significant impact.”

“Mitigation Measure

None required. Fhefollowing—mitigation—measures—would—apply—to
Altarn e AN

i : : .
DBepartment
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Pages 4.1-25 and -26, the following text changes are made:

“Truckee-Tahoe Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan and-Airport Master
RPlan

PP Proposed Land Use Diagram

Development projects within the Plan area are subject to the review of
the Foothill Airport Land Use Commission and the Airport’s
Comprehensive Land Use Plan. The policies and guidelines contained in
the CLUP are intended to protect the safety and general welfare of
people in the vicinity of the airport and assure the safety of air
navigation. Specifically, the plan seeks to protect the public from the
adverse effects of aircraft noise, to reduce the number of people
exposed to airport-related hazards and to ensure that the height of
structures will not affect navigable airspace.

The policies included in the CLUP for land use planning are directly
related to noise and safety issues associated with development in the
vicinity of the airport. Consistency with these policies is addressed in
Sections 4.3 (Human Health/Risk of Upset) and 4.5 (Noise).

Government Code Section 65302.3 requires that general plans and
specific plans be consistent with CLUPs as set forth in Public Utilities Code
Section 21675. There are no current conflicts with the current Truckee-
Tahoe CLUP. If the CLUP is updated, the County will be required to
update the Martis Valley Community Plan to make it consistent with the
new CLUP if the Plan were to conflict or overrule the CLUP with a two-
thirds vote by the Board of Supervisors (California Public Utilities Code

Section 21676). As-propeosed,-the Community Plan-doeument-doesnot
Squire EE“EE.EE“% with—policies .“EIHEIEEI A—the ;.I::I I:EEEIE. of
E.E“.E;.EEE“E? ”E“.E“E SLUP—and—Aipor—Master—Plan—is—a—potentially

AA Existing Martis Valley General Plan Land Use Map Alternative

As discussed under PP, Government Code Section 65302.3 requires that
general plans and specific plans be consistent with CLUPs as set forth in
Public Utilities Code Section 21675. There are no current conflicts with the
current Truckee-Tahoe CLUP. If the CLUP is updated, the County will be
required to update the Martis Valley Community Plan to make it
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Response 80-2

Response 80-3

consistent with the new CLUP if the Plan were to conflict or overrule the
CLUP with a two-thirds vote by the Board of Supervisors (California Public
Utilities Code Section 21676). the-Community Plan-doeecument-doesnot
require—consistency—with—policies—included—in—the CLUR—Lack—of
E.E“.E;.EEE“E? with .E“E tUP—and-—-Airport—Maste af—is—a—potentialy

AB Alternative 1 Land Use Map

As discussed under Alternative AA, Government Code Section 65302.3
requires that general plans and specific plans be consistent with CLUPs
as set forth in Public Utilities Code Section 21675. There are no current
conflicts with the current Truckee-Tahoe CLUP. If the CLUP is updated,
the County will be required to update the Martis Valley Community Plan
to make it consistent with the new CLUP if the Plan were to conflict or
overrule the CLUP with a two-thirds vote by the Board of Supervisors

(Cahforma Public Utilities Code Sectlon 21676) the—@emmam%y—ﬂan

AC Alternative 2 Land Use Map

As discussed under Alternative AA, Government Code Section 65302.3
requires that general plans and specific plans be consistent with CLUPs
as set forth in Public Utilities Code Section 21675. There are no current
conflicts with the current Truckee-Tahoe CLUP. If the CLUP is updated,
the County will be required to update the Martis Valley Community Plan
to make it consistent with the new CLUP if the Plan were to conflict or
overrule the CLUP with a two-thirds vote by the Board of Supervisors

(Cahforma Public Utilities Code Sectlon 21676) the—@emmam%y—ﬂan

The commentor’s statements regarding the Draft EIR’s conclusions regarding
timberland loss are noted. As specifically noted on Draft EIR page 4.1-35,
California Department of Forestry (CDF) and Fire Protection has noted that it
is their experience that timber resources preserved within a development is
lost in the sense that it cannot be utilized for commercial timber production.
Thus, CDF does not believe there are viable mitigation measures available to
mitigate this impact. It should be noted that the Draft EIR identifies that the
Plan area soil conditions provide minimal opportunities for timber production
(Draft EIR pages 4.8-13 through -19).

The commentor’s statements and concerns regarding Mitigation Measure
MM 4.2.2 is noted. As described in Master Response 3.4.9 (Affordable and
Employee Housing Effects of the Project) that since release of the Draft EIR,
Placer County has adopted a new Housing Element and has drafted an
Employee Housing Ordinance and Inclusionary Housing Ordinance to further
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Response 80-4

Response 80-5

Response 80-6

Response 80-7

Response 80-8

implement County policies regarding the provision of employee housing in
the Tahoe-Sierra region and affordable housing County-wide. However, as
noted in the draft Employee Housing Ordinance and proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan policies 3.A.3 and 3.A.4, options would be provided to meet
affordable/employee housing requirements, including land dedication,
payment of fees or other methods acceptable to the County. The provision
of affordable housing within the Plan area for area employees would
provide environmental benefits associated with reducing traffic, air quality
and noise impacts.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Siller Ranch property are noted.
The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis) and Appendix B regarding a reanalysis of traffic
impacts.

The commentor’s statements regarding the traffic analysis provided in the
Draft EIR are noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10
(Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis) and Appendix B regarding a
reanalysis of traffic impacts.

The commentor’s statements regarding the construction noise impact
analysis are noted. The commentor is generally correct regarding the
attenuation rate of construction noise sources associated with the doubling
of distance. However, there are several new development areas that are
immediately adjacent to existing residential areas (e.g., Eaglewood, Hopkins
Ranch, undeveloped areas within the Northstar-at-Tahoe resort community)
that would likely result in construction activities occurring within 50 feet of
existing residential areas. As a result, there would be significant construction
noise impact (though temporary) that would not be mitigatable. Thus, the
impact conclusion is not recommended to be changed.

The commentor’s statements regarding the construction air quality impact
analysis are noted. As noted on Draft EIR pages 4.6-9 through -12, general
assumptions regarding the extent of construction in the Plan area is not
expected to result in unavoidable air quality impacts. However, specific
details regarding individual development project construction details are
currently unknown and may result in greater construction emissions than
currently estimated. For example, the Northstar Village Draft EIR (State
Clearinghouse No. 2001012081) identifies substantially higher construction air
pollutant emissions than were identified in the Martis Valley Community Plan
Draft EIR as a result of unique construction activities associated with the
Northstar Village project (i.e., excavation of an underground parking
garage). Thus, the Draft EIR conservatively acknowledged that construction
air quality impacts associated with subsequent development within the Plan
area would be significant and unavoidable.

As noted in the Draft EIR and in the Truckee-Tahoe Airport Master Plan, the
primary wind pattern (including storm events) consists of winds coming from
the west. Northern winds are generally uncommon, but can consist of storm
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Response 80-9

Response 80-10

Response 80-11

events as well as high pressure systems and can provide velocities that
provide for dispersal of air pollutants in Martis Valley and the Tahoe Basin.

Air pollutant emissions identified Table 4.6-4 of the Draft EIR are specific to
the land use map options under consideration and do not contain other
emission sources from other development in the region.

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water
Supply Effects of the Project). The following text changes are made to the
Draft EIR.

Page 4.7-15 is modified as follows:

“The Ground Water Availability in the Martis Valley Ground Water Basin
Report identifies two general aquifers in the Basin consisting of an upper
aquifer and the middle/lower aquifer. However, geologic conditions in
the subsurface vary throughout the Basin that results in varying sized
water-bearing formations, which occur at varying depths. Boring data
from the installation of wells in the general vicinity of Schaffer Mill Road
and the Truckee-Tahoe Airport have all identified water bearing
formations (sediments associated with the Lousetown Formation and
Truckee Formation) and non-bearing formations (lava associated with
the Lousetown Formation Volcanics) associated with the upper and
middle/lower aquifers at varying depths and thickness (GeoTrans, 2000).
In addition, the Ground Water Availability in the Martis Valley Ground
Water Basin Report identifies that there is a continuous clay member at
the base of the upper aquifer that limits the transfer of groundwater
based on well data from the Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency (Nimbus,
2001). However, some interaction between these aquifers is assumed to
occur. Sections 5, 6, 21, 23, 26, 27, 28, and 31 through 36 of the Plan area
are located in areas of shallow bedrock consisting of lava, tuff, breccia
and volcaniclastic deposits ranging from andesite to basalt (see Figure
4.7-4). Test pits and well data in these areas verify that the depth to
volcanic bedrock generally ranges from at the surface to 50 feet below
the ground surface, with the depth to bedrock increasing from west to
east (Black Eagle, 1999; GeoTrans, 2000). Near surface groundwater
encountered in these areas is generally limited to localized perched and
upper aquifer groundwater conditions that do not appear to be
substantially tied to the middle/lower aquifer, but do provide for
diversion of groundwater to the northern and eastern portions of the
Basin. Given these geologic conditions, these areas do not substantially
contribute directly to groundwater recharge of the middle/lower aquifer.
More favorable geologic conditions for groundwater recharge are
located in Sections 19, 20, and a portion of 29 (see Figure 4.7-4). “

Comment noted. The following text changes are made to Mitigation
Measure MM 4.7.2c.

Pages 2.0-38 (Table 2.0-1), 4.7-43 and page 8.0-7 (Table 8.0-1), the
following text changes are made to Mitigation Measure MM 4.7.2c:
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MM 4.7.2c

The County will require that future golf courses be
desighed to reduce the threat to surrounding
waterways and wetland areas. Specifically by
minimizing total acreage of managed turf, the need
for fertilizers and chemicals would be minimized and
the size of natural areas would be maximized. Natural
areas would promote wildlife habitat and provide
buffers to the environment from higher trafficked
areas. Landscaped areas shall be restricted to only
greens, tees, and fairways. The-golf-coursesshall-be
EIE. EI'QI"EEHI to-retain ||a|tu|5_t| surface-d Eulnagl_s Patte “:E
E“":% from-greenstee IEHI nayls_ and EEII'E' nm_nagselﬁ

I : ad intt .
The County shall also require proper chemical
management (i.e., Chemical Application

Management Plans [CHAMP]) for the operation of new
golf courses. New golf courses shall utilize appropriate
chemical management objectives via direct
application of procedures that ensure water quality
objectives are meet as defined by the Lahontan
Regional Water Quality Control Board and Califernia
and-Surface Waters Plan the State Water Resources
Control Board Policy for Toxic Standards for Inland
Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays and Estuaries of
California. Specific water quality objectives for new
golf courses shall ensure the biostimulatory substances,
floating materials, oil and grease, pesticides and
sediment shall not be in sufficient concentrations to
cause a nuisance, adversely affect the beneficial uses
of on-site surface waters, runoff or groundwater or
exceed water quality criteria set forth in the Water
Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region (Basin
Plan). Water quality objectives for nine types of
element/compounds is set by the Lahontan Regional
Water Quality Control Board and are presented in the
Basin Plan.

The CHAMP or similar management plan shall
incorporate the following:

A description of golf course design features that
prevent direct discharges of surface runoff into stream
channels and groundwater.

A description of chemicals authorized for use and
approved within the State of California, along with
guidelines for their application. Guidelines shall
include restrictions on their use near drainage systemes.
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Response 80-12

Response 80-13

Chemicals include fertilizers, herbicides, fungicides,
insecticides and rodenticides.

Guidelines on the application of fertilizers and soil
amendments that take into consideration the physical
characteristics and nutrient content of the soil on the
golf course site.

Guidelines for the irrigation of the golf course that take
into consideration the field capacity of soil types and
the timing with chemical applications.

A water quality monitoring program that includes
sampling would be timed with the application of soll
amendments or on a regularly scheduled basis. This
monitoring program shall also be implemented with
consideration of the RWQCB water quality objectives
for the Martis Creek at its confluence the Truckee River.

Chemical storage requirements and chemical spill
response and chemical inventory response plans
would be prepared and implemented.

Maximum Concentration Levels (MCL), per the Water
Quality Goals for California Inland Surface Water for
Human Health and Freshwater Aquatic Life Protection
shall be met for waters in golf course lakes and other
surface water bodies including streams and springs.
Also, groundwaters shall not contain any chemical
contaminants derived from operations in excess of the
MCLs specified for domestic drinking water supplies in
the CCR, Title 22, Division 4, Chapter 15 for the turf
management chemical compounds including, but not
limited to, 2,4-D, Atazine, Bentazon, Carbofuran,
Glyphosate and Simazine.”

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 80-11.

The commentor’s statements regarding the American peregrine falcon and
California spotted owl are noted. The following text changes are made to
the Draft EIR.

Page 4.9-30, the following text changes are made:

“...having once occurred in the Martis Valley, however the CNDDB lists
no recent records of this species within the Plan area. Suitable nesting,
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Response 80-14

foraging, and wintering habitat for this species is present within the region

California Spotted Owl (Strix occidentalis occidentalis)

California spotted owl is a species of concern to state and federal
resource agencies and is a USFS “sensitive” species. This species occurs
in old growth forests with multi-layered canopies and is associated with
mixed coniferous, redwood, and Douglas fir forest habitats. This species
range spans habitats up to 7,600 feet above MSL. While suitable nesting
habitat primarily includes cavities in trees or snags, this species is also
known to nest in abandoned raptor nests, mistletoe clusters, caves, and
cliffs. California spotted owls are a year-round resident of California;
however, in mountainous regions, such as the Sierra Nevada, this species
may move to lower elevations during winter months (Zeiner et. al.,
1990a). According to the USFWS species list, historically this species is
known from the Martis Valley vicinity (USFWS, 2001). One record of this
species is listed with the TNF within the Plan area (Kris Boatner, Pers.
Com.). Suitable foraging and nesting habitat for California spotted owl
occurs within the upper elevation portions of the planning area and this
species may occupy these habitats.”

The commentor’s statements regarding Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.3 are
noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.

Pages 2.0-60 (Table 2.0-1), 4.9-53 and page 8.0-10 (Table 8.0-1), the
following text changes are made to Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.3:

“MM 4.9.3 The County shall require that biotic resources
evaluation for subsequent projects required under
Policy 9.G.10 to include a focused plant survey for the
following special-status plant species: Donner Pass
buckwheat, plumas ivesia, Carson Range rock cress,
long-petaled lewisia, Munroe’s desert mallow, and
American manna grass. The survey shall determine the
presence/absence of these species on the site. The
surveys shall be conducted by a qualified botanist
during the blooming season for each species (in
general, from May-August). Plant species listed after
the adoption of the Martis Valley Community Plan shall
also be included in the survey.

If biotic surveys identify the presence of special-status
plant species, the subsequent project will be designed
to avoid substantial impacts on the plant population
that would impair the population’s survival including
the provision of adequate buffers. If avoidance is
determined deemed infeasible, other mitigation
measures eptions shall be imposed eensidered-by-the
projeet. These may include, but not limited to, on- or
off-site preservation of existing populations, seed and
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soil collection or plant transplant that ensures that a
viable the plant population will survive is-aintained.
Subsequent projects shall submit a mitigation program
for impacted special-status plant species that has
been prepared by a qualified biologist approved by
the County and shall include consultation with the
appropriate governmental agencies (e.g., U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, California Department of Fish and
Game, Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control
Board) as part of plan implementation.”

Response 80-15 The commentor’s statements regarding Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.6 are
noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR:

= Pages 2.0-66 (Table 2.0-1), 4.9-67 and page 8.0-12 (Table 8.0-1), the
following text changes are made to Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.6:

“MM 4.9.6

If active nests are found during surveys associated
with implementation of Policy 9.G.10, the County
shall require mapping identifying the locations of
identified nests of endangered or threatened bird
species or the nests of protected raptors or
migratory birds. The subsequent project will be
required to conduct focused nest surveys 30 days
prior to the beginning of construction activities by
a qualified biologist in order to determine if active
nests are still present. If active nests are found, the
County shall be notified on the status of the nests
and no construction activities shall take place
within 500 feet of the nest to avoid disturbance
until the birds leave the nest, or a time deemed
acceptable (e.g., when the juveniles have
fledged) by the biologist. The 500-foot buffer may
be reduced based on various factors including,
but not limited to, vegetation and topographic
screening, sensitivity of the species to disturbance
and consultation with California Department of
Fish and Game. Monitoring reports summarizing
nest activities shall be submitted to the County until
the nest is determined to be inactive. Trees
containing nest sites that must be removed shall be
removed during the non-breeding season.

If active nests that are identified involve federal
and/or state listed species (under the Federal
Endangered Species Act and the California
Endangered Species Act) within or adjacent to the
area of planned disturbance, additional setbacks,
restrictions and/or mitigation may be required from
California Department of Fish and Game and U.S.
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Fish and Wildlife Service as part of agency
permitting to ensure no take of the species. Nest
sites of federal and/or state listed species shall not
be taken, unless approved by California
Department of Fish and Game and U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service. “

Response 80-16 The commentor’s statements regarding Mitigation Measure MM 4.12.3 are
noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR:

= Pages 2.0-108 (Table 2.0-1), 4.12-32 and page 8.0-15 (Table 8.0-1), the
following text changes are made to Mitigation Measure MM 4.12.3:

“MM 4.12.3 The conditions of approval for subseguent
development projects within the Plan area shall
prohibit the use of highly reflective surfaces on the
exteriors of structures, except for glass associated with
windows and doors, which shall be recessed and/or
shaded sufficiently to prevent glare visible from SR 267
and to reduce unnecessary glare from any other off-
site point. Developmentwithinthe Plan-area shalluse

Response 80-17 Since release of the Draft EIR, a Revised Draft EIR was released that provides
an expanded analysis of alternatives. The commentor is referred to Master
Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis).
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Letter 81

TO: Whom it may concem

2 GER Cﬂ&

FM: Tom Bleier 2 W DATE 4’}*
14021 Swiss Lane, Truckee, CA 9516 /FZ‘M RECEIVED &
530-550-7777 408-314-5867 (cell) AUG 1 9 ppga

RE: Martis Valley EIR comments F'LANM]NG D EPﬂH?;EE NT

| have reviewed the documents concerning the proposed Martis Valley
developments and request a number of items to ba reviewed in mora detail

before approval.

While some of these issues have been reviewed or the subject of studies, |
sae obvious limitations and caveats that invalidate the studies as performad
to date.

The following issues need more detailed analysis with best case and worst
casa analysis of the number of full time and part time residents proposed.
The results should be made available to the public for comment and include
all affected residents including, Kings Beach, Truckee, Tahoe City and B1-1
other areas affected. You should not double the size of a mountain
community with gross emors in assumptions. The current study is
incomplete, and in error in numerous conclusions. A much more through
impact needs to be assessed with high and low variables

1.} Awvailability of clean water for drinking relative to this proposal, and
future proposals with hisloric and hi and low cases of residents per

dwelling.
2.} Impact to clean water and pollution from road runoff, auto traffic, and 213
sewage with hi and low estimates of residents.

B1-2

3.} Impact of goif courses on water purity and pollutien. | 14
4.} Relative space allocation of private goif courses Vs. open space for | 815
public access.

5.) Traffic impact. The current study identifies a study of peak traffic as
Friday PM at 5:00pm . It also identifies a few road improvements that
ars already obviously needed. Peak fraffic is clearly Sat AM and 81-6
Sunday PM - this invalidates the curment study. The irip through
intersections are not reasonable nor studied with hi and low estimates.

6.} The dansity numbers are misleading. The EIR proposal indicates 8220
total homes for Martis Velley yet the density aflocations allot 20,467
units, This should invalidate the document until the public is made 1.7
aware of the correct density and there ia time for comment relative to
the realistic numbers,

7.) Homea usage patterns nead 1o explored with differant astimates of high a1-8
and low primary occupency rates. For example, Reno is booming in
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new home sales and is only 1/2 hour away. Why wouldn't Truckes have | 81-8
a higher percentage of full time residents in the next 10 or 20 years. Cont'd

B.) Estimate of impact of second home usage are inadequate by far. Peak
water, sewage, road and services are the key. A second home actually
has much more (not less) impact than a primary residence. More often
than not, secand homes (or rented units) have 2-3 families per unit (8-
12 people, 2-4 cars). A guick drive around Tahoe Donner or NorthStar
during a peak weekand will confirm this. The difference of impact is
200% to 400% greater than the estimates that the studies ars
predicated on. Thus all the critical rollups ara not just wrong they are
misleading and negligent

9.) Truly affordable housing will be seriously impacted by the current plan.
There are references to housing for NorthStar employeas, but that still
does not even meet current needs lat alone the needs of double the
population 10-20 years from now. There is reference {o encouraging
second home owners to rent to employees of the ski resoris etc. That is | 81-10
clearly unreaiistic that it will ba sufiicient. Thers must be a specific plan
to house the expected local people in "Truckee standard of living” if they
are to staff the required public and private commercial services. A
specific fund should be crealed with Tax and building fees for this
important issue.

10.)  Quality of life issues. Building over a thausand homes under a
60db noise standard in the Mountains is bad planning. How many
decision makers have heard the 60db level while trying to have lunch or | g4.41
while reading a book on the patic? These numbers on a document
need to be brought to reality by the decisions makers before acceptance
to benefit developers.

11.)  School system and tesn development is not adequately addressed.
If the parcentage of full fime residences changes by 10%, 20% or 50%
what is the impact on the school budgets and buildings? Currently,
Truckee schools suffer from a state methodology based on number of
students for budget that is unrelated to the property tax collected in the | 21712
disfrict, VWhile we have nice homes and pay a lot of tax, our students do
not have the same standard of education and recreational facilities.
What will dona to mitigate this as you scale up by 100%?

&19
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LETTER 81: THOMAS BLEIER, RESIDENT

Response 81-1:

Response 81-2:

Response 81-3:
Response 81-4:

Response 81-5:

Response 81-6:

Response 81-7:

Response 81-8:

Response 81-9:

Response 81-10:

Response 81-11:

The commentor states that the current study is incomplete an in error in
numerous conclusions, but the commentor fails to identify the inadequacy
of the Draft EIR. The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2
(Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the Plan Area), 3.4.6
(Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin), and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR).

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project), as well as Section 4.7 (Hydrology
and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 81-2.
The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 81-2.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. The
commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and Section 4.1 (Land Use) of the
Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and 3.4.10
(Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis), as well as Sections 4.4
(Transportation and Circulation) and 4.6 (Air Quality) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and Sections 3.0 (Project
Description) and 4.0 (Introduction to the Environmental Analysis and
Assumptions Used) for information on density, occupancy, and buildout.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis), as well as Section 6.0 (Project Alternatives) of the Draft
EIR.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comments 81-6 and 81-7.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and
Employee Housing Effects of the Project) and Section 4.2
(Population/Housing/Employement) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Section 4.5 (Noise) of the Draft EIR. The noise
standards for the Martis Valley are Placer County’s noise standards, which
are used throughout the County (including rural areas) and are similar to
noise standards used in other rural jurisdictions in the State.
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Response 81-12:

The commentor is referred to Section 4.11 (Public Services and Utilities) of the
Draft EIR. Impacts on schools and recreational facilities are evaluated
based upon 20 percent occupancy. Assuming 100 percent occupancy,
between 2,370 and 3,470 students would be generated by the four
alternative land use plans. The impacts would be the same. New school
facilities would be required to house the additional students and the existing
bond measures, developer fees, and SB 50 would pay for new school
facilities and faculty. These fees and the County’s policies and
implementation programs would continue to mitigate the impact to less
than significant. As stated on pages 4.11-33 and -34, “ a fee charge, or
other requirement levied or imposed... [is] deemed to be full and complete
mitigation of the impacts...” {Sections 65995-65998 of the California
Government Code]. The need for recreational facilities would also increase
as a result of a full-time population. Pages 4.11-87 through -92 discuss the
impacts and mitigation for parks and recreational facilities. Existing policies,
implementation programs and mitigation measure MM 4.11.8.1 would
mitigate impacts to less than significant even with 100 percent occupancy
of the Plan area.

Placer County
May 2003
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08/19/02 MON 11:07 FAX 5304263138 Boreal ACcOUnting Foal
Letter B2
August 19, 2002 i R i [‘3-
i F"r!; '
Placer County Board of Supervisers )!\I'T N G
Placer County Buildmg Dept. d s ;:f;;_u..-
/E

Re: Martis Valley General Plan

Te Whom [t May Concern:
After reviewing you cdensive EIR report. There are several things thal are lacking. Iwould ike

to address the fact that the report did not cover the Lake Tahoo Basin. [ Uuink that Lake Tahe 824
will be deamatically impacted by what gets approved in the dartis Valley Plan, This study d s
nothing in regards to the Morth Shore or the surrounding areas,

1 feel thet approving the Martts Valley Plan will be a hasty decision on the board of supervis -5
who do not even live in this area. T think that lower density in this extremely delica valley
should be looked at,

[ wonld 2lss would like to find out how someone can gage the acwal doily trips that this will
produced in the the Lake Tahos region. There is little or no responsible planning for employ o3 423
or housing opporiunities. This summer on any given weekend has been gridlack-driving site won
in bath e Town of Truckes or anywhere from Alpine Moadoss to Kings Beach,  [helisve tat
the zir quality will deteriorate with all the added cars on the roads.

B2-2

Adso I find it hard to believe that this mater has hardly been given any nelice Lo the full nme
people that live here. T would Jike to see that the Board of Supervisors oppuose this projectat Jis | go g
lime of at lenst reconzider the impact on the entire area and just not Martis Valley and the Tc sn
of Truckee the whole area on the North Shore of Lake Tahoe should be considered.

Thank you,

Mary Bennctl

1280 Mineral Spnngs Trail
Alpine Mendow

(5300 5E3-9363
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LETTER 82:

Response 82-1:

Response 82-2:

Response 82-3:

Response 82-4:

MARY BENNETT

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.6 (Consideration of
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting
and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR).

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis), as well as Section 6.0 (Project Alternatives) of the Draft
EIR.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.6 (Consideration of
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting
and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), as well as Sections 4.4 (Transportation
and Circulation) and 4.6 (Air Quality) of the Draft EIR.

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 82-3.
This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission
and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Placer County
May 2003
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FROM ! CBSTLE FPERK EMGINEERING FRd HO. ¢ 559 SAR AREA Pug. 19 2862 11:16AM Pl

Letter 83

Mary A Hetherngton
12545 Poppy Lane
Truckee CA 96161
530.582.B183

August 19, 2002

Placer County
Planning Department
Auburn, California

RE: Martis Vallzy Community Plan Update Draft EIR.

Dear Placer County Supervisors and Planning Commissioners:
I have concerns ahout how Noise is addressed in the Draft ETR for Martis Valley,

1 have lived in the Prosser Lakeview Subdivision in Truckes for almost !2 years. i:‘.lm
the last four years, and particularly in the last two years, the noise associated with jets has
increased significantly. Not only is any given jet louder than any propeller plans, but

also some jets have lingering rumbles that continwe for up to 5 minutes.

Tust last Monday { August 12, 2002), one departing jet left at 5 am. and woke my family.
Last week, we had ardiving jets at @ p.m. and 10 p.m. that also woke m_chﬂdren. When
a jet passes overhead during the daytime, any conversation that T am having must be
temporarily halted to allow the jet to pass.

With an increase in the number of houses expected in the Martis Valley, I would gxpect il
the number of jets to also increase. The Truckee Tahae Ajrport Master Plan (1598}
inchudes many statistics forecasting an mcrease from 34,500 to m,ﬁo-u_amml. operations
from 2000 to 2020. T have attached their graphic, as it is a powerful picture of how this

growth iz expected to OCCUr,

On page 4.5-16 of the Drafl EIR, the Standards of Significance are delineated in Table
4.5-3. 1fthe ambient noise level without the Project is <60 dB, thu? a significant impact
is +5.0 dB or more, Ido not have a decibel meter to measire The du_i"er:nc; but my
guess is that the jets fying over my home and waking us wp is a significant merease in
DOISE.

The mitigation measures associated with the Airport all relate lu"‘mb_sequacrrt _
development”. What about the existing homeovmers that have lived in the Martis Vallqr a52
for some time prior to the increass in jet traffic? We did not mave to the nuisance; the
fmisance moved to us and apparently will continue to sigrificantly increase.
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FRM : CASTLE PEAK EMGINEERING FrRe HO. @ 532 SB2 EE5A Frig. 19 2BE2 11:186AM P2

What mitigation measure(s) could possibly hehunpir.:n_ﬂepted to reduce or Iml.d the existing
level of moise? Are you, as public representatives, willing to accept this environmental
impact as Significant and Unaveidable? How ahout ].I'ﬂu._a.s.m.dwlduul hmm[;}
would you vote to accept this environmental impact as Significant and Unaved . s
1 propose that Placer County include some mitigation measures that ad:u:;s ﬂu[e noise : Cont'd
impact to existing homeowners within the flight paths since the proposed nﬁu‘pﬂﬂh X bc;
the Martis Valley will trigzer additional jets. Furthermore, Placer County stail shau
required 1o proactively work with the TTAD and the FAA to develop alternatives 1o

minimize future noise impacts.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Moy & Hotlonrifre

Mary a‘{. Hetherington
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: P
FoomM 1 CASTLE FERK ENGINEERIMG FAx HO. | 530 582 80958 fug. 10 2882 11:49AM P3|

e bl
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LETTER 83:

Response 83-1:

Response 83-2:

MARY A. HETHERINGTON

The commentor is referred to Response to Comments 9-8, 49-3, and 71-2
regarding airport operation and expansion and associated noise, traffic,
noise levels, and noise standards.

The commentor questions why mitigation only applies to subsequent
development and not existing development. The commentor states that
they did not move to the nuisance and that the nuisance moved to them.
The mitigation does not apply to existing development, because there
would be no mechanism for requiring an avigation easement across
developed property. Additionally, the airport is already required to comply
with airport noise standards. The Martis Valley Community Plan Update wiill
not result in the expansion of the Truckee-Tahoe Airport. Again, the
commentor is referred to Response to Comments 9-8, 49-3, and 71-2
regarding airport operation and expansion, noise levels and noise standards.
This comment is forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors for consideration. Mitigation measures only apply to
new developments, as existing residences are part of the baseline conditions
that are evaluated in the EIR.

Placer County
May 2003
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Letter 54 q/;%ﬁ,&

GEH Oy
Lori Lawrence ™ DatE “Wp,
Martis Valley Plan RECEIVED
And Environmental Impact Report AUG 2 1 )
Placer County Planning Ut 2 1 2007

PLANNING DEPARTHIE

Peggy Towns 0 EPAR
11178 Tamarack Way TMENT
Truckee, Ca. 96161
sunmtiE@msn.com

The entire procedure of updating the Martis Valley Plan has been inadequate. The
people leading the planning process are inattentive to the magnitude of what the
proposed development will do to this area. The Placer County Board of Supervisors
appointed a team of representatives to update the Martis Valley Plan and to obtain
mformation for you county Planners. This was a ridiculous way to develop an objective
plan and report. Many of the people appointed by the Board of Supervisors will obtain
substantial financial gain from the proposed development and even showed open anger
towards citizens who were expressing their concerns. This is highly unprofessional. The
proper way to update a plan and create an environmental report is 1o appoint a team of
scientists and planning professionals, including a hydrologist, a wildlife biologist,
engineers, along with all the officials of the area such as Nevada County Planners and B4
Board of Supervisors and the Truckee Town Council. Since you Placer County Planners
and Supervisors don't spend much time in Truckee, how could you be aware of the
potential impacts? IF you’ve been here at all you certainly would see the amount of
traffic congestion. If you got to know some of the people who live here you'd see how
much we love our community and how much we valee the surrounding natural resources
and open, undeveloped space. We appreciate that we live in a recreation area where
many other people want to come and expericnce it. However, there must be limits to the
amount of usage in this area, or what we value will be destroyed.

It has been rumored that the decisions were already made regarding the proposed
development and the whole planning process and environmental report are redundant.
This is not a fair planning procedure. The proper scientific data has not been obtained.

1 recommend that this environmental review go to the State level.,
Sincerely, "

By Lo

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
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LETTER 84:

Response 84-1:

PEGGY TOWNS

The commentor is opposed to the Martis Valley Community Plan and Draft
EIR. The commentor states that a team of scientists and planning
professionals should have been hired to prepare the plan and Draft EIR. The
Martis Valley Community Plan Update was prepared using current scientific
information as well as information from the existing 1975 Martis Valley
General Plan. The Draft EIR was prepared by professional environmental
planning consultants with assistance from professional scientists and
professionals in the fields of traffic, noise, air quality, hydrology and water
quality, geology and soils, biological resources, and cultural and
paleontological resources. Additionally, local residents and professionals in
the Martis Valley and Truckee participated in the planning process. The
commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and 3.4.10
(Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis), as well as Sections 4.4
(Transportation and Circulation) and 9.0 (Report Preparers) of the Draft EIR.
Additionally, the “References” at the end of Sections 4.1 through 4.12
contain a list of professionals, reports and data used to prepare the Draft EIR.
This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission
and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Placer County
May 2003
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Letter B5
August 19, 2002
Lori Lawrence s
Environmental Review Technician '?¢D{)?F§‘ﬂ
Placer County Planning Department £ Y 9l
11414 B Avenue % s &G
Auburn, CA 95603 /}}- o o
(Hand carried. Also via email to; Gy, %,
lilawren@placer.ca. gov @:}
planningiiplacer.ca. gov "fpp’?

o

FROM: t%

Dr. Rowan Rowniree
Dept. of Environmental Science, Policy, and Management

Division of Forest Science, Mulford Hall
University of California, Berkeley
(rowntree@nature. berkeley.edu)

SUBJECT:
Review of DEIR, Martis Valley Community Plan Update, May, 2002

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

[ was invited by Sierra Watch to provide an objective evaluation of the
DEIR’s adequacy in the context of current knowledge and approaches,

My qualifications for doing this are, briefly:

s Currently, Visiting Scholar, (1999-present), Dept. of
Environmental Science, Policy and Management, UC Berkeley,
atd

= Emeritus Scientist, Urban-Wildland Interface Rescarch, Pacific
Southwest Research Station, U.S. Forest Service Research, UC
Davis,

= 1997-1999, Member of the Science Team, Lake Tahoe Basin
Watershed Assessment.

o 1995-1997, Science Coordinating Committee, Science Team,
Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project (SNEF).

= 1979-1997, Senior Scientist and National Program Leader for
research on urbanization and forest ccosystems, U.S. Forest
Service Research.

= 1971-1979, Associate Professor, Syracuse University and the
State University of New York, College of Environmental Seience
and Forestry, Syracuse, NY

= 1971, M8, PhD), University of California, Berlkeley

Placer County
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In conducting my review, I asked if the DEIR

1. Took full advantage of available studies in the Sierra
that provide a suitable framework, perspectives, data
sets, and conclusions for determining impacts in
Martis Valley and connected ecosystems,

2. Demonstrated a clear understanding of the changes
likely to ocour in areas, or ecosystems, connected to
Martis Valley, e.g. the Lake Tahoe Basin, downstream
Truckee River ecosystemns, Nevada County areas,

3. Employed a transparent methodology for bringing
together referesed and non-refereed scientific studies to
support evaluations of impacts and their relative levels
of significance,

4. Assigned probabilities to consequences of actions and
especially to the efficacy of proposed mitigations,

5. Presented the material in ways that can be verified by
other experts and public organizations.

E51

While I believe the DEIR provides an excellent foundation for
moving ahead, it is, in my evaluation, grossly deficient in all
five criteria listed above. For example

1. Previous Sierra Nevada studies: The DEIR does not take
advantage of the substantial and useful knowledge in SNEP,
the Tahoe Watershed Assessment, and the Sierra Nevada
Framework (US Forest Service). With the level and scope of
public and scientific concern about places in the Sierra 852
expressed and documented in these studies, and the
millions of dollars of public money spent to address those
concerns, it is unfortunate the consultants could not build
on these works.

2. Connection to other ecosystems: While the proposed plan
does seelt to provide housing for those who work in the
Tahoe Basin, and in that regard there is an expressed _—
concern for adjacent areas, [ could not find a useful
discussion of how Martis Valley development will impact
day-use loads in The Basin, which were stated to be of
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mounting concern in the Tahoe Watershed Assessment. In | Ei'ﬁt-d
another vein, the section on water quality (a) uses an
optimistic estimate of available ground water mainly 284
derived, it appears, from limited private consultants’
samples and not verified by objective scientific testing, (b)
does not link the potential build-up of chemicals in the
aquifer (from proposed golf courses and other development) | &5
to horizontal movement of water into the Truckee River and
likely effects downstream, (c) does not state the likelihood
that the procedures described to mitigate chemical build-up| =5
in the groundwater will worlk.

3. Lack of understandable and objective methods for utilizing
scientific support: It is critical that an EIR gain the
confidence of both scientists and lay people. This requires
that the EIR use science. It also requires full and clear
explanations of assumptions and links throughout the
reasoning process to conclusions. Both these requirements
are absent. In the “Introduction to the Environmental
Analysis and Assumptions Used” one reads that “It is
anticipated that the rate of development will be driven by
market conditions.” This is unsettling to the informed
reader who knows that the rate of development is, or should | 854
be, guided by a set of policies, laws, and governance
procedures — constructed from the best available knowledge
-- in which the market operates under constraint. Does one
infer from this statement that an abundance of variances is
anticipated and that “market conditions" will override
environmental protection? On the next page, the
explanations of significance and the standards of
significance are wholly inadequate. Many of the following
impact categories are deficient in their grasp and
explanation of current scientific understanding. For fia
example, in the water supply section there was no
discussion of drought frequency and severity from tree-ring
analyses in the Sierra. If that science had been consulted,
the optimistic conclusions about future water supply would
have to be modified.

4. Probabilities and range of error leading to risk assessment: | ..o
Impact assessments are made using a variety of methods:

85-T
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inferential analysis, expert opinion, and best guesses, to
name a few. A good DEIR must explain to the reader the

method used for each instance and the probability that this E":;,‘,f!.,
particular method will yield a true result. This approach is
absent.

5. Because the methods and reasoning are not fully explained,
and because there is often an absence of good supporting
evidence, it will be hard, if not impossible, for independent
verification of the consultants’ findings. Consequently, there| 8-11
will be a lack of public and scientific confidence in the EIR
that will, in the context of the deep and widespread concern
expressed throughout previous Sierra projects, make The
County’s planning job very difficult.

In summary, the DEIR, as it stands, provides a good
foundation to move forward. I fully support the process 85-12
contained in the Sierra Watch cover letter to you. Thank you
for your attention to my comments.

Sincerely,

Rowan Rowntree
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LETTER 85:

Response 85-1:

Response 85-2

Response 85-3

Response 85-4

Response 85-5

Response 85-6

Response 85-7

Response 85-8

Response 85-9

ROWAN ROWNTREE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE, PoLicY, AND MANAGEMENT,
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, BERKELEY

Comment noted. The County considers the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft
EIR adequate for consideration of the Martis Valley Community Plan and in
compliance with CEQA.

As cited at the end of each technical section of the Draft EIR (Sections 4.1
through 4.12), the Draft EIR is based on extensive scientific literature and
technical studies, including specific Plan area related data from U.S. Forest
Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish and
Game.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact
Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4
(Water Supply Effects of the Project).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4
(Water Supply Effects of the Project) and Response to Comment K-6.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).

The technical analysis provided in the Draft EIR specifically notes the basis of
the analysis, including modeling used, assumptions, data used in the analysis
and the judgment of qualified professionals. Examples of this are provided in
the Draft EIR in Sections 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation, Draft EIR pages
4.4-27 through -39 and Appendix 4.4), 4.5 (Noise, Draft EIR pages 4.5-16
through -19 and Appendix 4.5) and 4.6 (Air Quality, Draft EIR pages 4.6-7
through -9 and Appendix 4.6).

Placer County currently has no growth control or management ordinances
that restrict the amount or rate of development that could occur in the Plan
area. Thus, the rate at which the Plan area would develop is anticipated to
be controlled by real estate market conditions. However, the Draft EIR’s
impact analysis is focused on buildout of the Plan area, rather than partial
buildout.

The definitions of terminology used in the Draft EIR (Draft EIR pages 4.0-7 and
-8) is consistent with definitions set forth under CEQA. The commentor is
referred to Response to Comment 85-2 and 85-7 regarding the adequacy of
the impact analysis and the use of science. As specifically noted on Draft
EIR page 4.7-55, the water supply analysis takes into account historical
hydrologic data, which considered drought conditions. The commentor is
referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project).
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Response 85-10 The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 85-7 regarding the
method and adequacy of the impact analysis.

Response 85-11 The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 85-2 and 85-7 regarding
the adequacy of the impact analysis and the use of science.

Response 85-12 Comment noted. Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft
EIR were received, no further response is required.
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LETTER 86:

Response 86-1:

Response 86-2:

Response 86-3:

STACY RUSSELL, RESIDENT

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality), 3.4.6
(Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR).

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality), 3.4.6
(Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), and 3.4.8
(Affordable and Employee Housing Effects). As specifically noted in Master
Response 3.4.8, a survey regarding where current employees in the North
Tahoe/Truckee area reside was completed in 2002 by the North Tahoe Resort
Association. The results of the survey identify that approximately 89 to 91
percent of area employees reside in the North Tahoe/Truckee area. This
information is consistent with external traffic distribution assumptions in the
Draft EIR, which was the basis of the air quality and noise analyses for project
traffic effects. The commentor is also referred to Sections 4.1 through 4.12
of the Draft EIR for an extensive analysis of the environmental impacts
associated with the Martis Valley Community Plan per CEQA.

The commentor states that the Draft EIR does not contain an adequate
analysis of environmental impacts and that some of the analysis is based on
conclusions not facts. The commentor fails to identify specific inadequacies
of the Draft EIR. The County considers the Draft EIR and Revised Draft
ElRadequate for the purposes of CEQA. This comment will be forwarded to
the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for
consideration.

Placer County
May 2003
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Attn.. Lori Lawrence
Placer County Planning Dept.

11414 "B" Ave.
Auburn, Ca, 95603

Fe: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:
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Re: Draft Environmantal Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Vallay Pa. [
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

M parE YA,

Environmental Review Technician PLANNING DERARTME! 0T
H L b S o Y
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874
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i
Sincerely yours,
(Print Name) Lo iats A, Sebstici.
(PrintAddress) 2.0, Boy Jo5 5
C s T o
/ e fé&2
Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley Pg. ,2.;
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050
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LETTER 87:

Response 87-1:

Response 87-2:

Response 87-3:

Response 87-4:

Response 87-5:

PAMELA A. SCHWARZ, RESIDENT

The commentor is opposed to the Martis Valley Community Plan and
proposed development, but fails to identify any specific inadequacies in the
Draft EIR. Therefore, no response is necessary.

The commentor incorrectly states that the Martis Valley Community Plan
Update is the same as the 1975 Martis Valley General Plan and that the Draft
EIR was prepared based on the 1975 plan. The commentor is referred to
Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumption Used for Development Conditions in the
Plan Area) and Section 3.0 (Project Description) of the Draft EIR. The
commentor is opposed to the Martis Valley Community Plan and proposed
development, but fails to identify any specific inadequacies in the Draft EIR.
Therefore, no response is necessary.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy
of the Traffic Impact Analysis) regarding concerns relating to traffic and
impacts on Truckee.

The commentor is opposed to the Martis Valley Community Plan and
proposed development, but fails to identify any specific inadequacies in the
Draft EIR. Therefore, no response is necessary.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 87-2.
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Letter 88
' ERC
Date:_ ./~ ///:r_ﬁ%/- By e -n\fwc‘ DA l?gij}‘g,
5 ol E RECEIVED
Aftn.: Lori Lawrence AlUG 1 g iy

Environmental Review Technician

Placer County Planning Dept. I

11414 "B" Ave. PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Auburn, Ca. 95603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Mz, Lawrence:
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Re: Draft Enviranmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley pg. ,f
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050
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Sinceraly yours,

{Print Name) Bt/ A T AT
(PrintAddress) g2 phy QBT 77 st
LTS Phlgs?

ﬁ?ﬁ’mﬁﬁrﬁ Az, 2
Re: Draft Emri'nnlaﬂ.ﬂ Impact Report for tha P d
Community Flan Update, SCH No.: 20010 NH s Ny
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LETTER 88:

Response 88-1:

Response 88-2:

Response 88-3:

Response 88-4:

Response 88-5:

Response 88-6:

GLENN MILLER, RESIDENT

The commentor is opposed to the proposed development in the Martis Valley
Community Plan area, but does not identify any specific inadequacies in the
Draft EIR. Therefore, no response is necessary.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and pages 4.11-25
through 4.11-38 Section 4.11 (Public Services and Utilities) in the Draft EIR
regarding concerns relating to impact on schools.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and policies and
mitigation measures contained within Section 4.6 (Air Quality) regarding
concerns relating to air quality.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy
of the Traffic Impact Analysis) regarding concerns relating to impacts on
traffic.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
mitigation measures MM 4.7.2 a — ¢ on pages 4.7-42 through 4.7-44 in Section
4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR regarding concerns relating
to contaminated runoff from the golf course.

Comment noted. Since no comments were made regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR, no further response is required

Placer County
May 2003
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Letter 89
OB "ﬁ C{J
Margaret Olivier oM DATE Uy,
P.0. Box 2653 HE GI::iUEI.'}
10774 Martis Drive
Truckee, CA 96160 AUG 19 2002
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
August 18, 2002
Placer County Planing Diepartment

Attn: Lon Lawrence
Environmental Review Technician
11414 "B Ave,

Auburn, CA 95603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis
Vallgy Community Flan Update SCM No. 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

I live in Truckee. Iam semi-retired and have made Truckee my home. This came about
after many years of working hard and careful planning. I spent nearly all my summers a6
growing up at Donner Lake and 1 have watched the Town grow, but T am extremely upgst i
by what ig happening with fhe Marfis Valley Community Plan. It definitély needs to be
rewrilten as it is inadequate and incomplete,

Driving hpck from Reno today T noficed that the Town of Trudkes has updated the
population slgn near Prosser - it now reads a population of over 14,000. When I first
started coping to Donner Lake with my parents, ihe population was just uider 2,000, It
has taken approximately 37 years for that growth to happen and now they're talking about
adding another 6,500 to 9,000 all at once??

B9-2

What is happening here?? Where are you going to fit all those houses?? Where are you
going to get the water?? Why do we need more golf courses?? What about the decrease
in wildlife?? What about the increased traffic?? How many more “by-passes™ are we 303
going to need, chopping up more and more of the land?? A community plan that allows i
for this type of growth is seriously flawed and an update is urgently needed before we
become another “Bay Area”,

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
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Please do not dllow the Martis Valley to become a sea of houses. Have you ever gone out
there to shoot a picture of the sunset?? What if that picture is marred by the construction
of new houses?? Not to mention the years of construction equipment, ete. traveling up
and down 267

89-4

Please use your heads and re-think this plan,

gV
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LETTER 89: MARGARET OLIVIER, RESIDENT

Response 89-1: The commentor is opposed to the Martis Valley Community Plan and the
proposed development in the Martis Valley Community Plan area, but does
not identify any specific inadequacies in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further
response is necessary.

Response 89-2: Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2
(Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.7
(Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR)
regarding the anticipated extent of development.

Response 89-3: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in
the Draft EIR) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis), as well as
Sections 44 (Transportation and Circulation), 4.7 (Hydrology and Water
Quality), and 4.9 (Biological Resources) in the Draft EIR.

Response 89-4: The commentor is opposed to the Martis Valley Community Plan and the
proposed development in the Martis Valley Community Plan area, but does
not identify any specific inadequacies in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further
response is necessary.
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Attn_: Lori Lawrence Allg 19 20
Environmental Review Technician '
Placer County Planning Dept. B Anrea i
11414 B Ave, LANNING DEPARTMENT

Auburn, Ca, 95603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:
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Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martls Valley 8
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050
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Sincerely yours,
(Print Name) T)AN&A} f-ﬂr.ff@w;yz-{
(Print Address) PTG Al s D

“TEUNREL LM Pt

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley pg.
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050
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LETTER 90: DARREN LIPSMEYER, RESIDENT

Response 90-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative
Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis). The commentor does not identify any specific
inadequacies in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary. This
comment will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors for consideration.
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Letter 91
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Environmental Review Technician ¥ LU
Placer County Planning Dept. - _ .
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Auburm, Ca. 95603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Vall
Community Plan Updats, SCH No.: 2004072050 o

Dear Ms, Lawrence:
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Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Val yd
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 200072050 - ™
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Fe: Draft Environmental impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley PO
Cammunity Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050
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LETTER 91: DEBORAH & RICHARD FUQUA, RESIDENTS

Response 91-1: The commentor is opposed to the Martis Valley Community Plan and the
proposed development in the Martis Valley Community Plan area, but does
not identify any specific inadequacies in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further
response is necessary.

Response 91-2: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact
Analysis) in the Draft EIR regarding concerns relating to impacts on water
supply. Section 4.11 (Public Services) of the Draft EIR addresses wastewater
services of the project. The commentor does not identify any specific
inadequacies in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no response is necessary. This
comment will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Response 91-3: The commentor is referrred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy
of the Traffic Impact Analysis) regarding concerns related to the cumulative
impacts of traffic and impacts on Truckee.

Response 91-4: The commentor is opposed to the Martis Valley Community Plan and the
proposed development in the Martis Valley Community Plan area, but does
not identify any specific inadequacies in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further
response is necessary.

Response 91-5: he commentor is opposed to the Martis Valley Community Plan and the
proposed development in the Martis Valley Community Plan area, but does
not identify any specific inadequacies in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further
response is necessary.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
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£ port for the Pro
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072 posed Martis Valley

Dear Ms, Lawrence:
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LETTER 92:

Response 92-1:

Response 92-2:

Response 92-3:

Response 92-4:

Response 92-5:

Response 92-6:

Response 92-7:

Response 92-8:

ROBERT BELL, RESIDENT

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of
Cumulative Impact Analysis). The commentor is also referred to Section 4.2
(Population/Housing/Employment) of the Draft EIR for a discussion of
demographics and current census information.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of Cumulative Impacts Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of Cumulative
Impact Analysis) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis)
regarding buildout potential and concerns relating to the cumulative
impacts of traffic and air pollution.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and Sections 3.0 (Project
Description) and 4.0 (Introduction to the Environmental Analysis and
Assumptions Used) for a discussion of the Proposed Land Use Diagram versus
the Existing Martis Valley General Plan Land Use Map. Specifically, the
commentor is referred to Figures 3.0-6 and 3.0-7 on pages 3.0-25 and -27 of
the Draft EIR, which clearly shows that the two land use maps are vastly
different from one another. The commentor does not make a comment
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is
necessary.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
mitigation measures MM 4.7.2 a — ¢ (Pages 4.7-42 through 4.7-44 of the Draft
EIR) regarding concerns related to golf courses. Section 4.9 (Biological
Resources) of the Draft EIR addresses potential recreational impacts to
biological resources. Additionally, the Placer County General Plan allows
recreational uses in their Open Space Land Designation and does not
differentiate between public and private.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of Cumulative Impacts Analysis), as well as
Sections 4.1 through 4.12, which include an extensive analysis of the
environmental impacts associated with the Martis Valley Community Plan
per CEQA. The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 5-7
regarding hospital facilities.

Comment noted. The commentor does not make a comment regarding the
adequacy of the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the
Review Period). The commentor requests that the County prepare a revised
Draft EIR and recirculate it to the public. The County considers the Draft EIR
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and Revised Draft EIR adequate for consideration of the project and
consistent with the requirements of CEQA.
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Letter 93
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Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Propasad Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 93:

Response 93-1:

Response 93-2:

Response 93-3:

Response 93-4:

Response 93-5:

Response 93-6:

PAUL VATISTAS, RESIDENT

Comment noted. The County considers the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft EIR
adequate for consideration of the Martis Valley Community Plan and in
compliance with CEQA.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts
to the Tahoe Basin), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of Cumulative Setting and Impact
Analysis in the Draft EIR) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).

The Tahoe Regional Planning Agency has provided comments on the Draft
EIR, which are provided in Comment Letter J. The County provided a Notice
of Availability for the Draft EIR and Revised that was placed in the Sierra Sun
and Tahoe Worlds newspapers as well as provided copies to the State
Clearinghouse for distribution to state agencies, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Sections 15085 and 15087. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.6
(Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of Traffic
Impact Analysis). Existing traffic volumes indicate that the majority of traffic
generated in Matrtis Valley is to and from the north, rather than to and from the
Tahoe Basin, even during summer weekend days.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of Traffic
Impact Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of Traffic
Impact Analysis).
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Re: Draft Environmental Impact Fiupnrt for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawranca:
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 94:

Response 94-1:

Response 94-2:

Response 94-3:

Response 94-4:

Response 94-5:

Response 94-6:

Response 94-7:

JULIE SANSERVINO, RESIDENT

The commentor is opposed to the proposed development in the Martis Valley
Community Plan area, but does not identify any specific inadequacies in the
Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project) and Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy
of the Traffic Impact Analysis) regarding concerns relating to traffic.

The commentors desire to preserve natural open space is noted. This
comment will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors for consideration. Additionally, the commentor is referred
to pages 4.9-76 through -81 for a discussion of the proposed policies
associated with the protection of riparian and wetland habitat that consist of
specific performance standards (e.g., provision of natural open space buffers
adjacent to waterways).

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.8 (Affordable and
Employee Housing Effects of the Project), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative
Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis), as well as Sections 4.2
(Population/Housing/Employment), 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation), and
4.11 (Public Services and Utilities) of the Draft EIR regarding concerns relating
to employment, public services, housing and traffic. As specifically noted in
Master Response 3.4.8, a survey regarding where current employees in the
North Tahoe/Truckee area reside was completed in 2002 by the North Tahoe
Resort Association. The results of the survey identify that approximately 89 to
91 percent of area employees reside in the North Tahoe/Truckee area. This
information is consistent with external traffic distribution assumptions in the
Draft EIR, which was the basis of the air quality and noise analyses for project
traffic effects.

Opposes the proposed development but does not raise any specific issue
relating to the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary. This
comment will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors for consideration.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the Review
Period). The commentor requests that the County prepare a revised Draft EIR
and recirculate it to the public. The County considers the Draft EIR and
Revised Draft EIR adequate for consideration of the project and consistent
with the requirements of CEQA.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
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Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 95:

Response 95-1:

Response 95-2:

Response 95-3:

Response 95-4:

Response 95-5:

Response 95-6:

BONNIE L. STETSON, RESIDENT

The commentor is opposed to the proposed development in the Martis
Valley Community Plan area, but does not identify any specific
inadequacies in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 94-5.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) for impacts on
Truckee and surrounding areas. The commentor addresses concerns with
the Martis Valley Community Plan and does not identify any specific
inadequacies in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and Section 4.11
(Public Services and Utilities) of the Draft EIR. The commentor states that the
Draft EIR does not offer real mitigation, but the commentor fails to identify
the mitigation measures that should have been included. Section 4.11 of the
Draft EIR provides an extensive analysis of public service impacts based on
consultation with service providers.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. The
commentor is also referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the
Review Period). The commentor requests that the County prepare a revised
Draft EIR and recirculate it to the public. The County considers the Draft EIR
and Revised Draft EIR 97adequate for consideration of the project and
consistent with the requirements of CEQA.

Placer County
May 2003
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Lori Lawrence

Placer County Planning Department
11414 B Avenue

Auburm, Ca 93603

Re: Vall munity Plan Upda fi

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

Thank you for the opportunity 1o comment ¢n tha Diaft EIR (“DEIR™) for the Martis
Valley Ccmmznir_-.r Plan (*MVCF") Update. On behalf of Kenneth J. James Partners LLC, the
developer of the Eaglowood Project, we submit these comments for two purposes: (1) to suggest | o6-1
some minor changes to the DEIR, and (2) to seek clarification on certain points made in the
DEIR. Far case of review, the comments are provided by impact area in the same crder as the
DEIR.

Summary

The DEIR listz PacBell and the School District 23 rt:spunsjhlr: agencies on page 1.0-1. se2
Meither of these entities are in fact “respansible agencies™ in the approval of the MVCP Update.

3.0 Project Description

Figure 3.0-5 Proposed Land Use Diagram Is jnconsistent with the most recent figures )
distributed to the Martis Valley Commirtee. For example, on the propenty designated as Martis
Valley Associates LLC (the Eaglewnod property), this figure shows a small area of General 96-3
Commercial. To be consistent with updated maps prepared by the Couaty, this should actually

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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Aug=18=02  14:99 From=5TCEL RIVES LLP SF OFFICE #156T63000 T-280 P.O0/005  F-2IT
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Lori Lawrence
August 19, 2002
Page2

be Tourst/Reson Commercial. Similarly, Figure 3.0-8 Altemative 2 Land Use Map i alzo
incongistent with the most recent figures disiributed to the Martis Valley Comminee. For
example, the western portion of the Eaglewood property should show forestry uses, but doss not
do s0.

95-3

4.2 Population, Housing, Employment

The DEIR s=ems to suggest that there are separate requirements for employes housing,
General Plan Policy 2.A.18. Itis vnclear whether affordable housing and employes housing
obligations may be fulfilled by the same units in a given project. As the purpose of the employes | g5
housing requirement i8 to provide affordable housing to employees of resort projects, the
requiremen for affordzable housing should not be layered on top of this requirement. The Final
EIR should reconcile MU M. 4.2.2 with the General Plan policy and make clear that employee
housing end affordable housing requirements may be fulfilled by the same units.

4.4 Transportation and Circulation

The methodology discussion of the Transportaten and Cireulation Element requires
minor clarification. Specifically, it states, * A total of 9,220 dwelling units (4,731 single-family
and 4,489 multi-family dwelling units} and 1, 190,000 square feet of commereialfoffice land uses
were nsed in the waffic analysis, in addition 1o the golf courses.” DEIR, p. 4.4-31. It is unclear
whether golf course clubhouses are accounted for by the golf course land use quantity or as part
of the commercial sguare foctage. Golf course clubhouzes should clearly be coversd by the golf
course areas and shoold not be * double counted”™ a5 commercial,

965

4.9 Biological Resources

The DEIR s discussion regarding deer migration rostes is contradictery and based largely
on old reports and information on deer kills that occurrsd over the past 25 years along SR 267.
For example, the text on page 4.9-33, in paragraph 3, indicates there are currently three major
corridors for desr migration that cross SR 267, These are identified 25 being located in Nevada
County between mileposts 2.5 and 2.7 and at Placer County mileposts 1.0 and 1,5, More recent
data and observations indicate that the westermmoast comidor across SB 267 (see Figure 4.9-5), if
it still exists, is of far lesser significance than indicated in the EIE. Several factors ccount for
this change: (1) the influence of existing development and increasing human disturbance along
Highway 267 to the northeast of Eaplewood and the Hopking Raneh; (2) deer J611 data along
Highway 267 showing only one kill along the poad northwest of its junction with Shalfer Mill
Foad since 1991 and none since 1998; (3) the results of deer stodies conducted on Eaglawaod in
spring and fall of 2001 (copies of those study reports have been provided to the County); md (4)
the new Highway 267 alipnment berween Martis Drive and the end of the sirport, and the

96-6
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proposed " PC-3" commercial development area located between the new bypass, the airpor,
and Highway 267,

Specifically, the Mevada County comridors identfied in the DEIR are just south of where
the Hwy 267 bypass will connect o the main road. The conclusion in the DEIR that this Nevada | 966
County section is currently an area for deer movement across the road is contradicred by a Cont'd
statement in the same paragraph and by the data itself. The third sentence of the paragraph states
that existing residential and commercial development along SR 267 appears to restrict deer
movement élong the road. This area (berween Nevada County mileposts 2.5 and 2.7) is alieady
developed and disturbance due t0 human presanee and activities is substantial. The road kill data
suppors the statement that deer movement has been restricted and seams to indicate this section
of SR 267 is no longer a travel comidar of any significance for deer. The most recent recorded
road kill in or close to that stretch of SR 267 is 199]. Twelve of the 135 data points were from
1985 or earlier.

There are other contradictions in this paragraph as well. The DEIR states (on page 4.9-
13) thar Placer County mileposts 1.0 and 1.5 are the other major areas where deer cross SR 267,
In seeming contradiction, howcever, the document also states that the open valley pormion of the
Plan Area is not expected to be & majer cormidor because there is not enough cover for deer to use
these areas. Consequently, it concludes that the Nevada County area around Milsposts 2.5 1o 2.7
is the major route for deer to cross SR 267, It states that the road kill data suppor this
conclusion. In fact, Mileposts 1.0 and 1.5 are in the middle of the open valley portion of the Plan
Area and the road kill data show that the majority of deer kills recorded since 1979 are in this
open valley area. Mule deer are an vpen couniry deer relying more on visibility than cover to
provide security. ‘While it is also true that the Nevada County ares around milepast 2.5 had
slightly more road kills since 1979 than any other single crossing point in the open valley arca,
the data are 100 old and oo limited © suppor any conclusion about the present foces of deer
movement across SR 267, Observations by airport personnel and recent conversations with
representatives of the Califomia Department of Fish and Game indicate deer deliberately
avoiding the area around Nevada County milepost 2.5 and moving southeast into the Martis
Creek corridor. This comparts with the earlier statement that existing residential and commercial
development along SR 267 appears 1o resuict deer movernent along this portien of SR 267.

The Final EIR should reflect the fact that the ares botween Nevada County mileposts 2.5
and 2.7 does not now function as a deer migration corridor.

412 Visual R t and re
This section of the DEIR. considers and discusses private as well as public views (see,

£.g. p.412-12 and p. 4.12-15), Specifically, Impact 4.12.2 s1ates that the proposed plan “would | 96-7
substantially alter the existing landscape characteristies in the Plan are and result in impacts to

Placer County
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hug-10-42 1408 From-STOEL RIVES LLP SF CEFICE +4| 6753000 T-230  P.ODSANOS 317
STOEL RIVES wr

Lon Lawrence
August 19, 2002
Page 4

both public arr-d private views.” DET.R p-4.12-12. CEQA, however, does not protact private e
views. Association for Protection of Envirenmen g Tkizh (1991) 2 Cal, 4 Eo'rlt'd

720. While it may be informative and useful to d;scms the effects of the plan and associated
development on private views, these effects should not form the basis for determinations of

significance or idemtification of mingation measures.

In addition, the DEIR states that the proposed Eaglewood project may result in significant
alteration to public views from SR 267. DEIR, p. 4.12-13. In fact, the Eaglewood project as
proposed has been carefully designed to aveid any visibility from SR 267, The DEIR should be
modificd to accurately raflect this fact.

95-2

We hope that these comments are both clear and helpfil, but should you wish to discuss
them further or if we can be of any assistance, please do not hesitate to call e at (415) 617-

&900.

Sincerely,

Chul B
U

Christine W. Griffith

ce:  Patnck Angell
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LETTER 96:

Response 96-1:

Response 96-2:

Response 96-3:

Response 96-4:

Response 96-5:

Response 96-6:

CHRISTINE GRIFFITH, STOEL RIVES, LLP

Comment noted. Responses to comments associated with the Draft EIR are
responded to in Response to Comment 96-2 through 96-8.

Comment noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.
= Page 1.0-1 and -2, the following text changes are made:

= “Pacific Bell

. I fied School District”

The land use maps for the Proposed Land Use Diagram, Existing Martis Valley
General Plan Land Use Map, Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 provided on Draft
EIR pages 3.0-25 through -32 were the most current maps as of the release of
the Draft EIR in June 2002. It is acknowledged that further minor modifications
to the Proposed Land Use Diagram may occur prior to adoption of the Martis
Valley Community Plan.

The commentor’s statements and concerns regarding Mitigation Measure MM
4.2.2 is noted. As described in Master Response 3.4.9 (Affordable and
Employee Housing Effects of the Project) that since release of the Draft EIR,
Placer County has adopted a new Housing Element and has drafted an
Employee Housing Ordinance and Inclusionary Housing Ordinance to further
implement County policies regarding the provision of employee housing in the
Tahoe-Sierra region and affordable housing County-wide. However, as noted
in the draft Employee Housing Ordinance and proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan policies 3.A.3 and 3.A.4, options would be provided to meet
affordable/employee housing requirements, including land dedication,
payment of fees or other methods acceptable to the County. Based on the
current version of both the draft an Employee Housing Ordinance and
Inclusionary Housing Ordinance, it County’s current intent is to provide
employee housing in the Plan area.

Golf course clubhouses were considered as part of the golf course traffic
generation in the traffic analysis. The commentor is referred to Master
Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of Traffic Impact Analysis).

The commentor’s statements regarding deer movement in the Plan area are
noted. Surveys have been conducted on the properties of the proposed
Hopkins Ranch, Siller Ranch and Eaglewood projects to determine if the sites
are being utilized by deer associated with the western migration corridor.
These studies evaluated deer kill data recorded along State Route (SR) 267 by
Caltrans. The results of these analyses indicated that deer generally prefer
three crossings over SR 267: Nevada County mile post 2.5-2.7; Placer County
mile post 1.0; and Placer County mile post 1.5. Mile post 2.5 in Nevada County
is located directly north of the proposed Hopkins Ranch project site, and deer
track surveys were conducted for Hopkins Ranch in May and June 2002
identified deer movement through the northwestern corner of the site
generally proceeding in a south/southwest direction. This general movement

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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Response 96-7

Response 96-8

direction by deer appears to be consistent with deer movements
documented on the Eaglewood property (North Fork Associates, 2001 and
2002). Careful site planning of specific development in these areas, such as
the provision of open space corridors for deer movement (as noted
specifically in Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.11a) can maintain the function of this
corridor. It is acknowledged that anticipated development north of the Plan
area (i.e. Planned Community 3 in the Town of Truckee) as well as operation of
the SR 267 Bypass may alter or obstruct and further decrease deer migration
through this area in the future.

The visual resource impact analysis provided in the Draft EIR (Draft EIR pages
4.12-9 through -37) focuses on impacts associated with public views (e.g.,
open valley portion of the Plan area and SR 267), but acknowledges private
viewsheds as well. However, the impact conclusion is focused on public view
impacts.

The Draft EIR evaluates the environmental effects associated with
implementation of the Martis Valley Community Plan and is not intended to
focus on the project-specific effects of each development project proposed
in the Plan area. The visual analysis associated with the Eaglewood property
was based on general landform and vegetative conditions as well as the land
use map designations.

Placer County
May 2003
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Latter 87

AUG-19-2082 14326

MARTIS VALLEY ASSOCIATES

REAL ESTATE SALES & REMTALS —

VIA FAX
August 19, 2002
Placer County Board of Supervisors Truckes Town Council
175 Fulweiler Avenue 10183 Truckee Airport Road
Auburn, CA (95603 Truckee, CA 96161
is V. Plan
Dear Sirs:

As a local real estate broker for 22 years, my recent observations on the Martis Valley
GGeneral Plan are as follows:

1} Buyers may appreciate having a golf course and other amenities on sits, however,
“many prefer to NOT reside on the golf course. Rather - in a location that provides
cpen space, be it view or wooded. People seem to be craving privacy to calm
them from their hectic festyles. Although it would be an “out of the box” idea,
indications are that a planned community with no golf course and just open space
may result in demand from Buyers. This would also eliminate pollution caused by
a golf course and the need for water to maintain it. It also just might allow the
developers to target a lower price range which would attract more people
including the local ‘primary home' community.

2) Iam attempting to keep clients updated on the Martis Valley Géneral Plan, These
elients consist of current second homeowners and prospective primary and second
home Buyers, specifically of properties in the Martis Yalley. Interestingly, they
fieel that if there is too much development and too much congestion, they will not
be interested in either staying or buying — that is exactly what they are trying to
get away from. [ find this interesting because the local developers assume that if
they build a desirable product, Buyers will come. [ would caution the powers to

be that they may not,
Respectfully submitted,

Anne Drain
Broker/Cramer

Ce: Bill Combs, Senior Planner, Placer County, 11414 B Ave., Aubum, CA 95603
Martis Valley Cormnmunity Plan Citizens Committee, /o Placer County Manning

Department, 11414 B Avenue, Aubumn, CA 95603

10E80 Highway 267 » Truckee, Caolifarnio 946141
SALES (530)587-8100 « e-mallsales@martizvalay.com
RENTALS (BODVSET-2O0F0 (530V587-1515 » a-mail:rantabe@mariseallaw cam

MARTIS WALLEY ASSOCIATES 538 582 V272 P.AL

ar-1

a7-2
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LETTER 97: ANNE DAIN, MARTIS VALLEY ASSOCIATES

Response 97-1: Comment noted. The commentor offers a real estate perspective on golf
course versus non golf course communities. This comment will be forwarded to
the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for
consideration.

Response 97-2: Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. The
commentor does not state any inadequacies with the Draft EIR. Therefore, no
further response is necessary.

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
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Letter 98

o

ﬁﬂq.: Lori Lawrence
Environmental Review Technician
Placer County Flanning Dept.
11414 “B" Ave,

Auburn, Ca. 95803

Re: Draft Environmental Im
Y pact R
Community Plan Update, SCH ?;:‘;gﬂ;;mmm Martis Valley

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

AUG 19 Mgz

iﬁ;‘::‘ﬂ:} {é;r LLEFi'—iH':"'iL‘.’EMT

Hiank:vmfurﬂmnppunuuﬂymmmnmntoum:DEmfmm
ag.9

Wﬂt:r 15 a valuahle resource and I
am ve i
several new golf courses proposed for.lh:wh;;.-ﬁzeﬁ:nd;m 1t is about to be wasted og

detailed information provided on the
r amount of water utilized foy landscapi i
removal and commercial development, Plaase provide this iufor;atjun R =

98-3

information on the monitoring procedures
complisnce with standards. r

Pen space and should not be considered a3 such in the

I do not think golf courses are o
as land that js “essentizlly unimproved® . Golf

Martis Va]le?r plan. Open space iz defined

934
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I am also concerned that some development in Martis Valley will rely on spring water.. ;
However, I see no analysis of the impacts of using spring water on the vitality of " | 985
wetlands in the Martis Valley. Please provide a detailed analysis that can assure us that
there will be no impact on the watst supplying the wetlands if these springs are used for
new and current development.

use the DEIR js so lo d complicated uest

98-

Sincerely yours,

(Print Name) Lisa D

(PrintAddress) _(GRA7  Oafarn Citoe
“lsuckee  Ca = qGrsg

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report
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LETTER 98:

Response 98-1:

Response 98-2:

Response 98-3:

Response 98-4:

Response 98-5:

Response 98-6:

LisA DAVIS, RESIDENT

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project) and Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 98-1.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
Mitigation Measures 4.7.2 a — ¢ (Pages 4.7-42 through 4.7-44 of the Draft EIR)
regarding concerns relating to contaminated runoff from the golf course.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. The
commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the Alternative
Analysis) and Seciton 6.0 (Project Alternatives of the Draft EIR). Regarding the
consideration of golf courses as open space, the Placer County General Plan
allows recreational uses in their Open Space Land Designation and does not
differentiate between public and private.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the Review
Period). The commentor requests that the County prepare a revised Draft EIR
and recirculate it to the public. The County considers the Draft EIR and
Revised Draft EIR adequate for consideration of the project and consistent
with the requirements of CEQA.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
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Letter 98
Date: ?/f Af P e
Aftn.: Lori Lawrence qu
Environmental Review Technician i
Placer County Planning Dept. PR i
LLRY: whd ':"; i} -.!....;-L":':'-. o
= NERART Uy

11414 "B" Ave,
Aubumn, Ca. 95603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

959-1

99-2

R&: Draft Environmental Imnact Rannrt far tha Brososad Dol @i

Placer County
May 2003

3.0-643
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| 99-2
| Contd

293

a9-4

L A o X3 L [ Py i ‘ A ." ‘ rd 2 e " ' M vy A
O nd AT BT 4 _’-r badeda &30 L8 2 0 (s P -l" il ., ]

.' -
- £ el "J ‘ﬂ;- ‘r“ (i) (X . 4 J;.f [

In iion, because the DEIR is so long and i I tha

You extend the period for comments until the end of Auaust, 2002. Furthermore
because of the inadequacy of the DEIR, | request that the DEIR ba revised and e

recirculatad.

Sincerely yours,

(Print Name) :
(Print Address)

Re: QraftEnvironmental impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley  pg. 2

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County

Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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LETTER 99: PHYLLIS BRADBURY, RESIDENT

Response 99-1: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR.

Response 99-2: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 99-1.
Response 99-3: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 99-1.

Response 99-4: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4
(Water Supply Effects of the Project) and Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water
Quality) of the Draft EIR.

Response 99-5: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the Review
Period). The commentor requests that the County prepare a revised Draft EIR
and recirculate it to the public. The County considers the Draft EIR and
Revised Draft EIR adequate for consideration of the project and consistent
with the requirements of CEQA.

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
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Letter 100

Tuesday, August 13, 2002

Attn: Lon Lawrcnce

Environmental Review Technician i
Placer County Planning Dept. B
11414 “B™ Ave. 4y 4ol
Aubum, CA. 95603 “ANING DERAR YR

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

I 'would like to thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Plan U te and
Diraft Enwn?nnmnm] Impact Report. Although the proposed plan states :hur;‘;e Placer 100-1
Cout!,ty portion of the Martis Valley has an adjusted holding capacity of 9,220 units
cerlain aspects of the plan could produce growth far beyond these predicted nmnhm*:s.

Thcmagmtj" of units in the Proposed Plan are hucurious second homes or resort
accommeodations. This development will require many employees to staff the service
industry related to developments of this kind, Where will these emplovees live? There iz
@ huge shortage of affordable housing in this area. Developers are required to p-mrv'ida a
maximum of only 50 percent of their employes’s housing. The employees of these W
d_wel!:piqmts must often commute long distances, What will happen to the traffic
situation in this area? What will happen to the air quality? Where will all the construction
wurlo?rs live that will be employed in the development of the Proposed Plan? These
questions need to be answered before we move on with more growth. L

Iwe love our mmmunit}fnnﬂ feel that the character and environment of our town are
bnn!;‘degradad atan alarming rate. The proposed Plan does not place limits on growth,
,Idgdd:tu:m] .ﬂ.“ds and infrastructure such as new wells and water storage units may wel] 0o
induce additional growth beyond the 9,220 units. These growth-inducing impacts must be
analyzed before any more land is changed from “forest” 1o “residential”,

In a!i-c[iﬁun, because the DEIR is so long and complicated, I request that you extend
the period for comments until the end of August 2002. Furthermore, because of the i
inadequacy of the DEIR, I request that the DEIR be revised and recirculated.

Thank you for your time,

Tonda L Tulnaddae__

Ronda L. Talmadge
P.0O, Box 3506
Truckee, CA. 96160

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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LETTER 100: RONDA L. TALMADGE, RESIDENT

Response 100-1:

Response 100-2:

Response 100-3:

Response 100-4:

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) regarding buildout
potential and adjusted holding capacity.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality), 3.4.6
(Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), and 3.4.8
(Affordable and Employee Housing Effects). As specifically noted in Master
Response 3.4.8, a survey regarding where current employees in the North
Tahoe/Truckee area reside was completed in 2002 by the North Tahoe Resort
Association. The results of the survey identify that approximately 89 to 91
percent of area employees reside in the North Tahoe/Truckee area. This
information is consistent with external traffic distribution assumptions in the
Draft EIR, which was the basis of the air quality and noise analyses for project
traffic effects.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR). Additionally,
Sections 4.1 through 4.12 include an extensive analysis of the environmental
impacts associated with the Martis Valley Community Plan per CEQA.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the
Review Period). The commentor requests that the County prepare a revised
Draft EIR and recirculate it to the public. The County considers the Draft EIR
adequate for consideration of the project and consistent with the
requirements of CEQA.

Placer County
May 2003
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Letter 104

Tuesday, Augunst 13, 2002

Alin.: Lori Lawrence
Environmental Review Technician A
Placer County Planning Dept, G 5 .
11414 “B" Ave. iy i

oyl e

Auburm, CA. 95603 ’ e 2
"l ."-';',rlr-""

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH.: 2001072050

Dear Ma. Lawrence:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above reference Plan Update and
Draft Environmental Impact Report. [ am very concerned about the long-term water
supply because water in the west is becoming relatively scarce. We should be certain that
there is sufficient water for all other uses before it is wasied on amenities such as private
golf courses in the Martis Valley.

The DEIR has failed to provide proof that there is sufficient water to supply for all
planned land uses. Landscaping and snowmaking will have a demand on water. We need | 10441
to be provided with detailed information about the potential demands of water supply,

The Proposed Plan assumes an “adjusted holding capacity of anly 9,220 units, the
Community Flan would allow nearly twiee that number of units, DEIR has
underestimated the amount of water required for housing development by much as 50
percent. DEIR assumes that only 20 percent of the homes will be permanently cccupied.
However some of these homes will be on a rental program making the demand for water
much greater.

Like everyone in the country, our environment is effected by global warming (now
widely believed by both the federal government and scientists to be real) on the western

. states indicate that snow pack in the Sierras will be greatly reduced in as fow as 30 years, 1042
Water needs to be conserved; not wasted on private golf course, which will serve only a
very small percentage of our community. It i extremely important that the County take a
long-term look at the land and water use rather than a short-term look at profits that this
development will generate.

Currently the development in Martis Valley, such as Northstar, depends on spring
water. There needs to be an analysis of the interaction hetween springs and other types of
surface water with deeper ground water, which wil] supply water to the proposed
development. The regional wetlands also need to be evahutod, o

The County needs to examine the availability of adequate water supply prior to
allowing such intensive, water-demanding development in the Martis Valley. Water can
not he taken for granted, It is precious and we must have i,

In addition, because DEIR is so long and complicated, [ request that you extend the
period for comments until the end of August 2002, Furthermore, because of the
madequacy of the DEIR, I request that the DEIR be revised and recirculated.

1014

Thank you for your time,

M%/w{ﬂ L Tebradee

L. Talmadge
P.0. Box 1506
Truckee, CA. 96160

Placer County
May 2003
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LETTER 101: RONDA L. TALMADGE, RESIDENT

Response 101-1: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project) and Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR.

Response 101-2: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 101-1.
Response 101-3: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 101-1.

Response 101-4: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the Review
Period). The commentor requests that the County prepare a revised Draft EIR
and recirculate it to the public. The County considers the Draft EIR and
Revised Draft EIR adequate for consideration of the project and consistent
with the requirements of CEQA.
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May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-649



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Latter 102

Atin.: Lori Lawrence .
Ervironmental Review Technician ﬁ} : 0 1~

Placer County Planning Dept.
11414 "B" Ave.
Auburn, Ga. 95803

i rtis Valley
Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Ma
© Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

leasant fimes
| am a life long resident of the region and have spent many p
fishing and hiking in the Marlis Valley. | am particularly concerned fhat the

< Valley development of the past several years has depleted the water
::I::li" fe-ﬂd}:'lg into the small irigation sireams that run into and through the | 1024
valley. For the last few years the water in these many small sireams has
been reduced to a bare frickle only inches deep. In the past ih:ese streams
were one to two feet deep moving steadily through the Valley, irrigating the

enfire area.
The Draft Environmental Impact report does not study the importance of

these small streams fo the animal and plant species of the Martis Valley nor
does it consider the significant impacts development has had and will have
on disrupting and diverting the water that for years has supplied these vital

streams. )
Also, the DEIR does not discuss the environmental impacts of proposed

development on the many beaver ponds located along the upper Marlis
Creek on the Siller Bothers property nor does It suggest mitigation measures
to avoid significant impacts fo these resources. These ponds create
impertant wetlands and habitat for many plant, bird and animal species.
The DEIR fails to adequately anclyze these areas of concern and the
potential environmental impacts created by development.
hask iﬂgj;lgils analysis be Included In the ﬁ!'ml EIR.

3 L e

LR :
Q%*'E‘ - Y p

102-2

102-3

Sincerely yours,

PLARRNG DePARTRENT —
(Print Mame) t‘*s o) ‘(“'LE‘PD N
(Print Address) [e]{e=) @-‘5 I
o
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LETTER 102: JOHN FIRPO, RESIDENT

Response 102-1:

Response 102-2:

Response 102-3:

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project) and Sections 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) and 4.9
(Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor states that the Draft EIR fails to adequately analyze impacts
on beaver ponds and potential impacts created by the development. The
commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumultative
Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and Section 4.9 (Biological
Resources) of the Draft EIR. Pages 4.9-72 through -76 include a discussion,
County policies and implementation measures, and mitigation measure MM
4.9.8 for impacts on Sierra Nevada mountain beaver. Pages 4.9-76 through -
79 discuss loss of riparian habitat and pages 4.9-79 through -81 discuss loss of
wetland habitat, including County policies and implementation programs.
The commentor’s statement about the failure to identify potential impacts fails
to identify what is inadequate in the Draft EIR. The commentor is referred to
Sections 4.1 through 4.12 for an extensive analysis of the projects impacts per
CEQA.

Placer County
May 2003
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Letter 103

Atin.: Lori Lawrence 2
Environmental Review Technician w 7 'E', =2 ooz

Placer County Planning Dept.
11414 "B" Ave,
Auburn, Ca. 95803

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed M
. artis V
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: Eﬂmﬂ?z{lsgu -

Dear Ms. Lawrance:

I am writing to express my concern for th
e traffic im
by the proposed development in the Martis Valley Cﬂﬂ;lfirt:a;?:n

Traffic on the existing roadways on holida

1 1 ¥s and weel i
:mpassib!e. The addition of 6500 new homes and aﬁﬁiﬁﬁjm 10341
commercial square footage will only exacerbate an already :

unpleasant experience.,

I am however adamantly opposed to makin
| g 267 four lanes i
only induce growth and detract from the simple beauty of tl:: i

Martis Valley,
Please provide a detailed alternative that shows how much resort

without the need to make 267 four lanes from Truckee to Northstar

@ pecEIvED
AUG 19 oW
Al ] By 2 g j' ! amﬂ} M - ﬁ-u-
PLANMING DEPARTIGRIRT™ 2 il
ro

TR e CQ, Ghrh/

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed . ! .
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050 s o

commercial and residential development can be accommaodated 103-2

(:_TF'_"' EEI‘FP’IF&\ '
}_. ﬁ-"l :::.:- oo ||'f 'f‘
AP DRTE i Sincerely yours, M ﬁ; %
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 103: GERALD D. WALSH, RESIDENT

Response 103-1:

Response 103-2:

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Responses
3.4.7(Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft
EIR) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis) regarding concerns
relating to traffic.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).

Placer County
May 2003
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Letter 104
Tuesday, August 13, 2002 1
Atin: Lon Lawrence
Environmental Review Technician FLAMEHNG DEFARTVEN

Placer County Planming Dept.
11414 “B" Ave,
Aubumn, CA. 95601

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050 ’

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

I would like to thank you for the opportunity to comment an the Plan Update and
Draft Enqunmmlai Impact Report. Although the proposed plan states that the Placer
County portion of the Martis Valley has an adjusted helding capacity of 9,220 units
certain aspects of the plan could produce growth far beyond these predicted mmbers

The majority of units in the Proposed Plan are luxurious second homes or resort
accommadations, This development will require many employess to staff the service
industry related to developments of this kind, Where will these etnployees live? There is
a hug:l: shortage of affordable housing in this area. Developers are required to provide a
maximum of only 50 percent of their employee’s housing, The employees of theze
developments must often commute long distances. We are at risk of facing huge
prnbfer__uﬂ such as, traffic nightmares, unaffordable housing and public agencies still
struggling to provide basic services for our community,

‘Wr: love our community and feel that the character and environment of our town are
being degraded at an ing rate. The proposed Plan does not place limits on growth,

induce additional growth beyond the 9,220 units. These growth-inducing impacts t
analyzed before any more land is changed from “forest” to "l‘&ﬁ:idl:l'.lliﬂ?:.g P
In addition, because the DEIR is so long and complicated, T request that you extend

104-1

104-2

104-3

104-4

the period for comments until the end of August 2002. Furthermore, because of the
inadequacy of the DEIR, I request that the DEIR be revised and recirculated.

LS é//’;é'%

Michael B. Talmadge
P.O. Box 3506
Truckee, CA. 96160
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 104: MICHAEL B. TALMADGE, RESIDENT

Response 104-1:

Response 104-2:

Response 104-3:

Response 104-4:

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) regarding concerns
relating to growth resulting from the project and buildout potential of the
Plan area.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and
Employee Housing Effects of the Project) and Section 4.2
(Population/Housing/Employment) of the Draft EIR. As specifically noted in
Master Response 3.4.8, a survey regarding where current employees in the
North Tahoe/Truckee area reside was completed in 2002 by the North Tahoe
Resort Association. The results of the survey identify that approximately 89 to
91 percent of area employees reside in the North Tahoe/Truckee area. This
information is consistent with external traffic distribution assumptions in the
Draft EIR, which was the basis of the air quality and noise analyses for project
traffic effects.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), and 3.4.10
(Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the
Review Period). The commentor requests that the County prepare a revised
Draft EIR and recirculate it to the public. The County considers the Draft EIR
and Revised Draft EIR adequate for consideration of the project and
consistent with the requirements of CEQA.

Placer County
May 2003
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Letter 105

Tuesday, August 13, 2002 i B
.H"'.__-.'.-' i ¥ -i-.- = E / v

Atin.: Lori Lawrance
Environmental Review Technician

Placer County Planning Diept.

11414 *B™ Ave,

Auburm, CA, 95603 IR

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH.: 2001072050

Dear Ms, Lawrence:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above reference Plan Update and
Draft Environmental Impact Report. | am very concerned about the long-term water
supply because water in the west is becoming relatively scarce. We should be certain that
there is sufficient water for all other uses before it is wasted on amenities such as private
golf courses in the Martis Valley.

The DETR has failed to provide proof that thers is sufficient water to supply for all
planned land uses. Landscaping and snowmaking will have a demand on water. We need
to be provided with detailed information about the potential demands of water supply.

The Proposed Plan assumes an “adjusted holding capacity of only 9,220 units, the 105-2
Community Plan would allow nearly twice that number of units. DEIR has :
underestimated the amount of water required for housing development by much as 50
percent. DEIR. assumes that only 20 percent of the homes will be permanently oceupied,
However some of these homes will be on a rental progrem making the demand For water
mich greater.

Like everyone in the country, our environment is effected by global warming (now
widely believed by both the federal government and scientists to be real) on the western
states indicate that snow pack in the Sierras will be greatly reduced in as few as 30 years.
Water needs to be conserved; not wasted an private golf course, which will serve only a 105-3
very small percentage of our community. It is extremely important that the County take a
long-term look at the land and water use rather than a shori-term look at profits that this
development will generate.

Currently the development in Martis Valley, such as Northstar, depends on spring
water. There needs to be an analysis of the interaction between springs and other types of
surface water with deeper ground water, which will supply water to the proposed 105-4
development. Please do the type of analysis required to prove the lack of interaction
between surface and ground water, which you assume in the Draft Environmental Impact
Report.

The County needs to examine the availability of adequate water supply prior to
allowing such intensive, water-demanding development in the Martis Valley, Water can
not be taken for granted. It is precious and we must have it,

In addition, because DEIR is so long and complicated, T roquest that you extend the
period for comments until the end of August 2002, Furthermore, because of the 105-8
inadequacy of the DEIR, I request that the DEIR be revised and recirculated.

L 5 s

Michael B, Talmadge
P.O. Box 3506

1051

105-8
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 105: MICHAEL B. TALMADGE, RESIDENT

Response 105-1:

Response 105-2:

Response 105-3:

Response 105-4:

Response 105-5:

Response 105-6:

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project).

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area), 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the
Project), and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis
in the Draft EIR).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the Review
Period). The commentor requests that the County prepare a revised Draft EIR
and recirculate it to the public. The County considers the Draft EIR and
Revised Draft EIR adequate for consideration of the project and consistent
with the requirements of CEQA.

Placer County
May 2003
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Letter 106

Artn.: Lori Lawrence o s i o
Environmental Review Technicianl. i1 Lol 0 P/ﬁ /2_

Placer County Planning Dept.
11414 “B" Ave.
Auburn, Ca. 956803

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050 )

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Martia Val.lcy Community Flan
DEIR. I have lived in the Truckee area for many, many years. The rampant growth of
recent years has created some serious housing problem for the area unlike anything I
have ever seen. The biggest problem facing our community is the lack of affordable
work force hm:sing and yetwe continue to approve more and more development
with no consideration to the jobs-housing imbalance.

The proposed level of dwalupmﬁnt in the Martis Valley will have a Pqtgnﬂal]}r
significant impact on the jobs housing ratie of the Town of Truckee. T helieve the 106-1
number of jobs created hy this level of development are underestimated because no
consideration is given to the secondary jobs created within the commu nity by the
development. Given the existing defieit in workforce housing and affordable and
medium priced housing, as indicated in the Town of Truckee Housing Needs Analysis,
the proposed level of development in the Martis Valley and cumulative impacts of
other projects in the Truckee-Tahoe region has potentially significant impacts on

housing.

A revised EIR should study the cumulative demand for housing from on-site job
creation and secondary jobs created in the region by the MYCP and the cumulative
impacts this will have on the existing jobs-housing deficit in the Tahoe-Truckee area.

s ————— STEETE YourE,—

(Print Name) M Ne weAnd
(Print Address) TPl LR LP.
TRockee, cA
S/ 2
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 106: EDWARD NEWLAND, RESIDENT

Response 106-1:

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Impact Effects) and 3.4.8 (Affordable and Employee Housing
Effects of the Project), as well as policies and mitigation measures contained
within Section 4.2 (Population/Housing/Employment) of the Draft EIR
regarding concerns relating to the jobs to housing ratios. As specifically
noted in Master Response 3.4.8, a survey regarding where current employees
in the North Tahoe/Truckee area reside was completed in 2002 by the North
Tahoe Resort Association. The results of the survey identify that
approximately 89 to 91 percent of area employees reside in the North
Tahoe/Truckee area. This information is consistent with external traffic
distribution assumptions in the Draft EIR, which was the basis of the air quality
and noise analyses for project traffic effects.

Placer County
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Letter 107

14541 Hanael Ave
Truckees, CA 90161
fugust 16, 2002

Ve, Lorl lawrence

Enviormental Feview Teoshniocian
Flaeor County Flanning Dept.

Deaar Ma, Lewrence!

I don't think 1t.s any coineldence that your Bosrd of
fupervlaors decided to update the Ksrtlis Valley Community
Flan the same time the bypass is being built, Without the
bypess I doubt any development even close to the proposal,s
put forth could be approved with the gridlock we experlience
In Truckee today from traffic coming from Placer County.
The bypasa wlll eertainly help but aporoving the amount of
development proposed will take ue to even worse grldlock,
#what iz golng to happen when IfC backs up, especially in
winter? I'11 tell you for aure they're golng to exlt the
nypasa at Joerger Foad onto Broekway Road, presently 267,
to get to the central Truekee on ramp to [80 wesb. Getting
to Church on Sunday wlll be an lmpossible feat for our
rasident, 3.

The DEIR lg flawed &snd hss to inelude the real traffic

impact,s on the resldent,s of our Town.

=5 nrzereIW

Donald E. Colelough

107-1
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 107: DONALD E. COLCLOUGH, RESIDENT

Response 107-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Impact Effects) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact
Analysis), as well as Section 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation) of the Draft EIR
regarding concerns relating to impacts on traffic. The commentor states that
the Draft EIR is flawed and fails to include real traffic impacts. Because the
commentor fails to identify the inadequacies, no further response is necessary.

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
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Letter 108

Attn.: Lori Lawrence fﬂ’ ?/&m;.,

Environmental Review Technician

Placer County Planning Dept, TR DA

Aubum, Ca. 95603 RECEIVEp

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis|Valley, ..
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050 ST 200

M iragms .
P!J-uﬁlu,- Ijllru UEH'!-.I,--,W,_,,__

Dear Ms. Lawrencs:
VHHEMT

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Martis Valley DEIR.
As a long time resident of Truckee I am very concerned with the lack of
affordable, middle- income and workforce housing proposed in the
Martis Valley Community Plan. After reading the Martis Valley
Community Plan and the DEIR I am even more concerned with the
impacts of the plan on Truckee and housing. Truckee will feel the most
direct negative impacts on housing from development in Martis Valley.

As far as | can see the plan provides housing for only 50% of full-time
equivalent employees generated by a project. Where does the other 50%,
live cgmidcring the entire regionis ata hnuaing deficit? Where are the
construction workers building the projects going to find housing? The
DEIR does not do a detailed analysis of these issues and their impacts. One

should be provided in the DEIR. —

The DEIR does not study the cumulative impacts and demands of Martis
Valley, Squaw Valley and Truckee development on work force housing,
affordable housing and middle income housing in Truckee. It should do

S

Goal 3.A states, “provide a fair share of affordable housing to assist in
meeting the needs of existing and future Martis Valley residents in all
income categories” .

The plan provides little hope for the development of middle-income
housing or affordable housing in the Martis Valley. Policy 3.A.3 states,
“all new housing projects of 100 or more units on land that has received
an increase in allowable density, shall be required to provide at least 10%%
of the units as affordable to low income households®. There are no details
provided in the DEIR to tell how many potential middle-income or
affordable units this policy might create. The DEIR must provide this
information. Potentially there would be none, as it appears no current
large development has received a density bonus, only density reductions.
Policy 3.A.3 is inconsistent with Goal 3.A because it essentially leaves no

ﬂxpec’tﬂﬁﬂn that affordable housing will be built,

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 108: MARIE MOORE, RESIDENT

Response 108-1:

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Impact Effects) and 3.4.8 (Affordable and Employee Housing
Effects of the Project) and Section 4.2 (Population/Housing/Employment) of
the Draft EIR regarding concerns relating to the jobs to housing ratios.

Placer County
May 2003
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Letier 1039
mﬁ,_.,j-;-_._:j_?;,_:ﬂ‘--‘_y;|;;ﬂ

Attn.: Lori Lawrence : s R ik o
Environmental Review Technician s
Placer County Planning Dept. T
11414 “B" Ave. a3 “--""'g' f‘OZ
Auburn, Ca. 95803 e

PLANMNING DEPARTMENT

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for th
& Propos i
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072080 - " 1° Valley
Dear Ms. Lawrence:

The Martis Valley Community Plan DEIR fails to examine
I}ruac.l enough area of cumulative impacts, Development in th
Martis Valley will have significant cumulative impacts on :
Squ:?w Valley, Tahoe and Truckee and these areas should b
considered for impacts. These impacts will affect a broad )
rang.e of issqu, affordable housing, traffic, air quality, water
quality, public services, loss of open space and gﬁnera],quality

108-1

of life.

The DEIR also Fails to address the cumulative impacts from
proposed development in the Squaw Valley, Tahoe and

Truckee region.

As a result, the DEIR underestimates the signi i
ult e significan
these existing communities, . Fipasiato

I ask that a revised DEIR do more to provide details of these

impacts to the public.
Sincerely yours, “Mechetle CJM

(PrintName)  _(N\ickelle Chamboey
33

(Print Address) '

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Pronnssd Macsie L.

Placer County
May 2003
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 109: MICHELLE CHAMBERS, RESIDENT

Response 109-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Impact Effects), 3.4.8 (Affordable and Employee Housing Effects of
the Project), and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
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Letter 110
110-1
110-2
110-3
- o L. e A - - ffﬁ
In addition, because the DEIR is so long and ¢ i | requ at
1104 | you extend the period for comments until the end of Ay 2 F (=
because of the inadeguacy of th uest DEIR ba ravised and
recirculated,
T 20, si ly
pET MRl ncerely yours, I B ;j/
i FHIJEJ ,« (—O/ e
" (Print Name) W‘e Korp
B DERAT RinkAddress) 30 (Bdlo JpLps
lreckee OH 24,60
Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Vallay pa._
Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 110: NATALIE KORP, RESIDENT

Response 110-1:

Response 110-2:

Response 110-3:

Response 110-4:

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and Sections 4.6 (Air
Quality) and 4.9 (Biological Resources) in the Draft EIR regarding concerns
relating to increases in air pollution and impacts on wildlife.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and policies and
mitigation measures contained within Section 4.6 (Air Quality) of the Draft
EIR.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and Section 4.9
(Biological Resources) in the Draft EIR regarding concerns relating to impacts
on wildlife.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the
Review Period). The commentor requests that the County prepare a revised
Draft EIR and recirculate it to the public. The County considers the Draft EIR
and Revised Draft EIR adequate for consideration of the project and
consistent with the requirements of CEQA.

Placer County
May 2003
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Letter 111

11141
1112
In addition, b he DEIR | long and icated, | request that
1113 u extend the riod for commen | the & 20 urthermore
cause of the in uacy of the DEIR uast th DEIR be revised and
ircula o L
Rl Sincerely yours,
P U Pintnamey  KoberT] - Housn ;
{Print Address) a WVE™ r
it
Do Meaft Enviranmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley -] R
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 111: ROBERT T. HOUSER, RESIDENT

Response 111-1: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).

Response 111-2: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 111-1.

Response 111-3: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the
Review Period). The commentor requests that the County prepare a revised
Draft EIR and recirculate it to the public. The County considers the Draft EIR
and Revised Draft EIR adequate for consideration of the project and
consistent with the requirements of CEQA.
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Letter 112

Date: Aufﬂ_‘:f fi 2p0d- L i

Attn.: Lori Lawrence
Environmental Review Technician

11414 "B” Ave.
Auburn, Ca. 95803

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Froposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

Ao o ciizen of Placs fw’ru ang o full- e
vesithewt of (orns ban ﬁ:w [hh-lf-um a1 £l
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A WMavks h’ml[nf fmmum&q Plan Draft £

‘TH{ Srale o-F devsr Iovmm:t ollowed bu “Hhe undaﬁ:r}
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avea, e a¥e Tohot Bason has g wrmnr?fnf__m

A pabonal dve@iuwrt Jrseniig of m{crﬁm avg

:l,a/f*—»cvvahr?"‘l ﬁfﬂﬂmm«i 1141/')_,“'-\ —nmmwﬂ !ﬂu i ¢

i_Plan il Cevia mld
wcﬁv’{r mL 4t Emmm_mmi—ml‘
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u\.ﬁ'ﬂn. Lfress ive ‘J‘raﬁ:}“ Levels o Mo ppeg Th
_hadfi anelysis Jn the IR docs wad odequatel
ﬂfldl’f‘-ﬁ all Fi"f: e rm"nﬁ""& M. balee Ty W*M{J

I

Ra: Draft Envirenmental Impact Renort for tha Branme ek Blaie ti..

Placer County Planning Dept, e ,;;ci‘-}qﬁj}wﬂm

11241

112-2

Placer County

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-670

May 2003



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

{mc«vmrim-r TratFie loels  siatering tZ‘ma Beacd o
Wipgal. (A 1 2
Bve  Clvrently ff“ntl.m .Ad' mcm
A htﬂ ant  4wye “iﬂvmciqumf ‘+|.-L£_J S mwﬂﬁ_ﬁ,
udf oAl ﬂqu‘;ﬁ (% ﬁgﬂp‘ wpon BW) ewtls. Traffoc
rwn'lwws el J r'.zi*—l-amld e lude tigres Hrmighot
Me Wickend and also duing wiekdae A
abile Aaffic flow along Moy, 28 in Wbt Perck| a2
ont'd
m”h'f wnet L Pmum rﬁ r’p_ﬁqrniu i% ﬁrm“d.qfi"m
nw.a v '{vdmﬁamﬁ. ﬂl.-.d hawd-‘?"ff Hwvrmah :mf The
aave Rummw The B4R h’aﬁ?r ummq_{' vauyt
: sy dva leve (c
ot oll s of ﬁﬂw’ and _ nenld ales ing [egle
s vy gi_sp:ﬁf\-l fSsues € wiove Cavs  apz

Fi
_gm?;bi_uu_ﬁmm_ﬁ.ii o _the area .

“ﬁry_ raffix mﬁnluﬂ;’i e_olio ﬁawﬁl 1n_That i
plot mrh-.oﬁﬂ mﬁdwm.rs. ging  devirr AT PN
Jradina W£3+ inte Talge Iﬂff'«f The Tulipe Keqicred

M‘W S ﬁ&f’.ﬂrc "'H-']Y{Eh_di[}: 5 {}Irggli»imj
v d_addinig wmove velaic kS (oming i
-an Moy s ‘ﬁfﬂﬂw wviy | rrfwrmm vet help ‘Hae
TRPA s fm:.rar?.:ﬂ iy Ffr,fwmf [ﬁW _establishe)
by e ack of f“mr;rr*as,«ﬂ e
viriin Ahe mmnm r@mc.ﬁr’ﬁ of -the hm?
Pasin . “This Slan does” yet A1 with He cicols Ging)
dorectives wh ﬂr{ all wovkong fowande Bn the i
ﬂw P i A Yovel é‘a‘jf- Atve Fﬂ?r\-‘rﬂff Y [ N
fﬁmchmlw yiduiegd

Er%"m‘rm‘,hmmﬂ

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-671



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 112: CATHERINE PARSONS, RESIDENT

Response 112-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area), 3.45 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and 3.4.6
(Consideration of the Impacts to the Tahoe Basin).

Response 112-2: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and 3.4.10
(Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).

Response 112-3: The commentor is referred to Response to Comments 112-1 and 112-2.
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Letter 113

Date: % 11_? o/ xr rq; o R

Aftn.: Lori Lawrence

Environmental Reviaw Technician ﬁ _

Placer County Planning Dept. PLARMELG Do
11414 "B" Ave. :
Auburn, Ca. 95603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 113: MicK MELVIN, RESIDENT

Response 113-1: Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Response 113-2: Comment noted. The Truckee-Tahoe Airport is almost entirely located inside
Nevada County and Truckee. Only a small portion of the airport is located
within Placer County. The proposed Truckee-Tahoe Airport expansion is hot
part of the Martis Valley Community Plan. The Truckee Tahoe Airport District
maintains and operates the airport. It is not regulated by Placer County.
The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and Sections 4.5
(Noise) and 4.6 (Air Quality) of the Draft EIR regarding concerns relating to
cumulative impacts from noise associated with traffic and airport operations
and expansion.
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Letter 114
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Attn.: Lori Lawrence
Environmental Review Tachnician
Placer County Planning Dept.
11414 “B" Ave. Pt
Auburn, Ca. 95603 FLARNING DEPARTMENT

8UG 19 2

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Propuaad Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 200107205

Dear Ms. Lawrence:
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 114: LINDA MELON, RESIDENT

Response 114-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact
Analysis in the Draft EIR).

Response 114-2: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and 3.4.10
(Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis) regarding concerns relating to
traffic.

Response 114-3: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and Section 4.6 (Air
Quality) of the Draft EIR regarding concerns relating to air pollution.
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Letter 115

Atin_: Lor Lawrence

Environmental Review Technician
Placer County Planning Dept. £ AWERERTA S5m0k i
11414 “B" Ave. PRARNTG L dHTY Sy
Auburn, Ca. 95603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Raport for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:
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Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley

Placer County
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 115: ANNE M. SALVASON, RESIDENT

Response 115-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy
of the Traffic Impact Analysis) regarding concerns relating to traffic. The
commentor is also referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the Review

Period).
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Letter 116
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Attn.: Lori Lawrence
Environmental Review Tachnician
Placer County Planning Dept. FLAMIIG Depasr
11414 ‘B" Ave. e
Aubumn, Ca. 95603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH Mo.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 116: JEFF SOLVASON, RESIDENT

Response 116-1:

Response 116-2:

Response 116-3:

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and 3.4.10
(Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis) regarding concerns relating to
impacts on traffic.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project) and Section 4.11 (Public Services and Utilities) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the
Review Period). The commentor requests that the County prepare a revised
Draft EIR and recirculate it to the public. The County considers the Draft EIR
and Revised Draft EIR adequate for consideration of the project and
consistent with the requirements of CEQA.
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Letter 117
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Attn.: Lor Lawrence
Environmental Review Technician o
Placer County Planning Dept. Sy AN S PR T =T
11414 “B" Ave.

Auburn, Ca. 95603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Rnpnrt for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms, Lawrence:
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 117: TRACY CUNEO, RESIDENT

Response 117-1:

Response 117-2:

Response 117-3:

The commentor asks if socioeconomic effects were considered. The Draft
EIR does not consider economic impacts associated with the Martis Valley
Community Plan, as this is outside of the scope of CEQA. The commentor is
referred to Master Responses 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe
Basin), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the
Draft EIR), and 3.4.8 (Affordable and Employee Housing Effects of the
Project), as well as Secton 4.2 (Population/Housing/Employment) of the Draft
EIR.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 117-1 and Master
Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the Plan
Area).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the
Review Period). The County considers the Draft EIR adequate for
consideration of the project and consistent with the requirements of CEQA.
Regarding the commentors request for the EIR to be rewritten to include an
analysis of data on the traffic impacts and the potential economic impacts.
The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis) and Section 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation) of
the Draft EIR. The commentor is also referred to Response to Comment 117-
1.
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Letter 118

Date: QA gq

Aftn.; Lori Lawrence

Environmantal Review Technician = e S s S e
Placer County Planning Dept, Fedlnieia DEFARTIENT
11414 "B" Ave.

Auburn, Ca. 95603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 118: UNKNOWN

Response 118-1: Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Response 118-2: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy) and 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the
Plan Area), as well as Section 3.0 (Project Description) of the Draft EIR.

Response 118-3: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Letter 119
b o 3 -
Date: TNE
Attn.: Lon Lawrence
Environmental Review Technician 5o el e Doy
Placer County Planning Dept. s
11414 "B" Ave,

Auburn, Ca. 95603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 119: BARB MARSTED, RESIDENT

Response 119-1:

Response 119-2:

Response 119-3:

The commentor requests a new planning document with diagrams, maps
and artists renderings of the viewsheds resulting at buildout. The proposed
Martis Valley Community Plan and Draft EIR do not contain vesting tentative
maps for individual projects; rather, they provide and compare proposed
land use designation maps. As such, the Draft EIR provides an analysis of
visual impacts based upon proposed land use designhations. The
commentor is referred to Section 4.12 (Visual Resources/Light and Glare) of
the Draft EIR for an analysis of the visual impacts associated with the project
and Figures 4.12-1 through 4.12-5.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis) and Section 6.0 (Project Alternatives).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and Sections 4.7
(Hydrology and Water Quality) and 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR
for a discussion of the impacts on wildlife and other biological resources.
Additionally, the Placer County General Plan and the Martis Valley
Community Plan contain policies relating to impacts on wildlife, plants, and
water. Section 4.9 of the Draft EIR also includes mitigation measures MM
4.7.1a through c, which require individual developments to prepare spill
prevention and countermeasure plans, identify specific water quality control
measures for waterways in Martis Valley, and avoid disturbing or altering
wetlands, natural waterway course or channel conditions. The Draft EIR
contains a thorough analysis of potential environmental impacts resulting
from implementation of the Martis Valley Community Plan.
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Letter 120

Date: (Q fff{}_f/Dr}-«.

Attn.; Lori Lawrence
Environmental Review Tachnician m AEiER O R YR
Placer County Planning Dept. Flafa e Wit AT
11414 "B" Ave,

Auburn, Ca. 95603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Vallay
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050 '

Dear Ms. Lawrance:
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 120: JAQ WASON, RESIDENT

Response 120-1: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and
Employee Housing Effects of the Project) and Section 4.2, Housing of the
Draft EIR regarding concerns relating to housing.

Response 120-2: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and 3.4.10
(Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis) and Section 4.4 (Transportation
and Circulation) of the Draft EIR regarding concerns relating to traffic.

Response 120-3: Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. Because
the commentor makes no statement about the adequacy of the Draft EIR,
no further response is necessary.
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Letter 121

Date: August 12, 2002

Attn.: Lori Lawrence
Environmental Review Technician
Placer County Planning Dept.

11414 “B" Ave. FLat N L
Aubum, Ca, 95603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

Since 1 frequently hike the Martis Valley region, [ am concemed about the lack of
specific information on the wildlife, plants and water of the Valley. It zeems that the
Placer County ares is talked about in a vacuum, with no discussion of the surrounding
areas, not even of the Truckee River as it flows through the northem end of the valley. b

In your description the regional setting is described as the Sicrra Nevada mountain range.
That is pretty skimpy considering the size and uniqueness of the area.

How can you pessibly tell if the proposed massive development will have a negative

effect on the water, vegetation and wildlife of the Martis Valley if you are anly are
concerned sbout the Placer County portion? And even that has deficiencics in its s
description.

And speaking of a gaping hole, where is the current scientific data that describes the

aquifer today, not 30 years ago? e

This Impact statement is not sufficient for a project that is to allow the construction of a 1214
“Mew City” in deserves to be presorved.  You need to start over!
A

Timothy Farrell
PO Box 2838
Olympic, CA 96146
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 121: TIMOTHY FARRELL, RESIDENT

Response 121-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.6 (Consideration of
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting
and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), as well as Sections 4.7 (Hydrology and
Water Quality) and 4.9 (Biological Resources) for a discussion of the impacts
on wildlife and water in the Plan Area as well as region. Additionally, the
Placer County General Plan and the Martis Valley Community Plan contain
policies relating to impacts on wildlife and wildflowers. The Draft EIR contains
a thorough analysis of potential environmental impacts resulting from
implementation of the Martis Valley Community Plan. Regarding the Truckee
River portion of the comment, a discussion of the Truckee River is provided in
the first paragraph of page 4.7-12 of the Draft EIR. Additonally, the
commentor is referred to the first page of Sections 3.0 and 4.1 through 4.12 of
the Draft EIR for regional setting information that is applicable to each issue
area.

Response 121-2: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.6 (Consideration of
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting
and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and Response to Comment 121-1.

Response 121-3: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project) and Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR.

Response 121-4: The commentor states that the environmental document is not sufficient and
that the process needs to be restarted. However, the commentor fails to
identify the inadequacies of the Draft EIR. The County considers the Draft EIR
and Revised Draft EIR adequate for consideration of the project and
consistent with the requirements of CEQA. No further comment is necessary.
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

BENT BY: PLACER COUMTY PLAMMING DEPT.: Ea0 |RS T404: GEP.12-02 4:}RPM: PAGE 2)2

Letter 122

Placer Coungy Board of Supervisors
Martis Valiey Plan

And Environmental Impact Report
Plecer County Planning

Peggy Towns
11178 Tamarack Way
Truckes, Ca. 96161

SunumtEmsn com

The entite procedure of updating the Martis Valley Plan has been inadequate. The people
leading the planning process are inanientive 1o the magnitude of what the proposed
development will do to this area. The Placer County Board of Supervisors appointed a
team of representatives to update the Martis Valley Plan and 10 obtain information for the
county Flanners. This was an improper way 1o develop an objective plan and report.
Many of the people appointed by the Board of Supervisors will obtain subetantial
financial gain from the proposed development and even showed open anger towards
citizens who were expressing their concerns. This is highly unprofessional. The proper 1224
way (o update a plan and create an environmental report 15 to appoint a team of scientists
and planning professionals, including a hydrologist, a wildlife biologist, engineers, slong
with all the officialz of the area such as Nevada County Planners and Board of
Supervisors and the Truckee Town Council Since the Placer County Planners and
Supervisors don’t spend much time in Truckee, how could vou be aware of the potentinl
impacts? If you've been here at all you cenainly would see the amount of traffic
congestion. 1f you got 1o know some of the people who live here you'd see how much
we love our community and how much we value the sumrounding natursl resources and
open, undeveluped space.  We appreciate that we live in a recreation area whers many
ather people want 1o come and experience . However, there must be limits to the
amount of usage in this area, nr what we value will be destroyed. The plan allows for too
many housing units and 100 many golf courses. Where is the data on the currant and
existing water 1able? Who is poing to do the environmenial monitering? The sahition to
the huge traffic problem that will be created isn’t to change Hwy 267 to a four lene
Highway . the solution is less development. We want the nustic character of this area
protected, we do not wanl this ares urbanized. We don't peed sny more than one more
golf course consirncted. 'We already have many polf courses in the area. Golf courses
use 100 much water, fertilizers and weedkillers. The number of housing units should be
reduced to 2000, each om no kess than 2 acres. The amount of natural, undeveloped
space should be increased, The amount of forest preserved should be addressed.

It has been rumored that the decisions were alrezdy made regarding the proposed
de-..ehpu-nm and the whole planning process and environmental report are redundan
This is not a fair planning procedure. The proper scientific data has not been obtained.

I recommend that this environmental impact report not be certified B2 1 200
Sm"” e EcEivER 4
NH AUG 21 2002 Lw
COARD OF SUPERVISORS S
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LETTER 122: PEGGY TOWNS, RESIDENT

Response 122-1: The commentor is referred to Response to Comments 27-1, 55-3, and 84-1, as
well as Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for Development Conditions
in the Plan Area). The County considers the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR
adequate for consideration of the project and consistent with the
requirements of CEQA. This comment will be forwarded to the Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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Letter 123

William B. Hanson
11178 Tamarack Way
Truckee, CA 98161
530-582-67T1 phone & fax
billhanson@pacbell net

August 17 2002 # Ll
Attn: Lori Lawrence

Environmental Review Technician o] AN Vi :
Placer County Planning Dept. T 72

11414 B Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603

Dear Ms. Lawrence;

I am a resident of the Martis Valley area. [ live in Ponderosa Palisades. Our home is in
MNevada County while my neighbors just up the street are in Placer County.

While T am not a constituent of the Placer County, I certainly live in an area that is
heavily impacted by the decisions of the Placer County Planning Commizsion and the
Placer County Board of Supervisors.

I am employed by the Tahoe Forest Hospital in its business office. I also teach Quality at
the hospital Additionally I serve as a director and as Treasurer of the Tahoe Forest
Hospital Foundation. Lastly 1am a business owner of Physicians Office Services,

I have thoroughly read much information that has been released to the public regarding
the Martis Valley Community Plan. T have attended many meetings on the subject. 1
have very serious concems as a resident, business owner and director of a major
philanthropic organization in this region as respects the over-development that the current
version of the Martis Valley Commmumity Plan promotes.

Specifically, I can find no scientific data to support the ability of the natural environment
of this Valley to provide water continuously to the residents and businesses that the Plan
provides for. There is absolutely no knowledge supported by scientific research and data
and analysis that shows how it will be possible to water golf courses, provide domestic
water needs in 9,000 new homes and pumerous new businesses while maintaiving an
adequale water table to support the natural vegetation and wildlife and existing human
population in the region. It is irresponsible of the Placer Planning Department to
recommend ANY expansion until such a scientific study be conducted, analyzed and

found to be supportive without depletion of water necessary for the existing much less -

added growth in the region.

Another area that you must not ignore is the traffic in our region. T attended a public
hearing a few weeks® ago in Truckee at the Town Hall where the traffic impact report

12341

123-2

123-3

Placer County
May 2003

3.0-693
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William B, Hanson
11178 Tamarack Way
Truckee, CA 36161
B S30-582-6771phone-E-fme
billhansen pachell_net

Attn: Lon Lawrence
Environmental Review Technician
Placer County Planning Dept.
Page Two

was disclosed and discussed. Tt is absolutely inadequate as a conclusive statement on the
impact of the proposed Martis Valley Community Plan as respects traffic. It does not
address adequately the distribution of traffic over the Brockway Summit to Kings Beach
on weekends, holidays, workdays and during heavy storm periods, to which the region is
subjected every winter. Numerous individuals have commented publicly that the present
traffic impact study is greatly inadequate. I would demand independent study be
conducted by personnel not employed by Placer County Planning Department, It needs
to address storm related traffic problems and the fact that many of the proposed homes in
the Plan will be rentals and time-shared facilities which will increase greatly the number
of road trips daily over that which is described in the present traffic analysis.

I also believe that there has been a greatly overlooked need in our region to be sble to
provide emergency services 1o an expanded population as proposed in the Community
Plam.1 I am acutely aware that there are not adequate facilities in the Tahoe Forest

Hospital District to ensure adequate emergency and inpatient services to the size of T
population that is in the Community Plan. This does not include problems for fire

departments and other of the public service entities,

Generally, the Martis Valley Community Plan concludes that in most all areas of concern
mmnﬂb there is a negative impact. Why then would the Planning Department
conclude in any manner that the Board of Supervisors should procesd with this Plan?

The air quality will decrease. Traffic will increase with botilenecks and inadequately 1235
planned use during storm seasons and off-storm season during road repair times, Water
is not shown to be available to the region and it has been disclosed that the quality of
what water we do have will certainly suffer, Animal Tifis will be seriously dismupted,

123-3
Cont'd

I dm}mm:l that the Martis Valley Community Plan be subjected to a great deal more
scrutiny and scientific support before one stone is turned in the direction of growth in this 123-8

Ffron.
Sinceraly,

William B. Hanson

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
3.0-694




3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 123: WILLIAM B. HANSON, RESIDENT

Response 123-1:

Response 123-2:

Response 123-3:

Response 123-4:

Response 123-5:

Response 123-6:

Comment noted. The commentor does not make a statement regarding the
adequacy of the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project) and Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR). Emergency
services are covered in Section 4.11 (Public Services and Utilities) in the Draft
EIR. In regards to hospital and medical infrastructure, this is not an
environmental issue that is evaluated under CEQA. However, Dave
Bottenmiller, Chief Financial Officer of the Tahoe Forest Hospital, was
contacted to determine potential impacts associated with implementation
of the Martis Valley Community Plan. The Tahoe Forest Hospital is planning
and constructing expansions that will meet existing and future demands,
which includes the population increase associated with the Plan area. The
hospital does not foresee any service issues associated with implementation
of the Martis Valley Community Plan.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality), 3.4.4
(Water Supply Effects of the Project), and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative
Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) regarding concerns relating to
water quality, water supply, traffic, air pollution, and biological resources.

The commentor feels that the Martis Valley Community Plan Update does
not contain sufficient scientific supprt or scrutiny. The commentor does not
make a comment regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR; therefore, no
further response is necessary.

Placer County
May 2003
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Letter 124

Date: 5"'/’7“52-”

Attn.: Lor Lawrence
Environmental Review Technician FUAMIIEG e me s
Placer County Planning Degpt. M
11414 "B" Ave.

Auburn, Ca. 95603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact anurt for the Proposed Martis Val
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050 e

Dear Ms. Lawrence:
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 124: PEGGY TOWNS, RESIDENT

Response 124-1:

Response 124-2:

Response 124-3:
Response 124-4:
Response 124-5:

Response 124-6:

Response 124-7:

Response 124-8:

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic
Impact Analysis).

Comment noted. No response is required.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 124-2.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 124-1.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.1 through 3.4.10.
Additionally, Sections 4.1 through 4.12 of the Draft EIR provide an extensive
analysis of the environmental impacts of the Martis Valley Community Plan

per CEQA. No further response is necessary.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project).

Comment noted. The commentor does no raise any specific issue regarding
the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary.

Placer County
May 2003
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Letter 125
Date; A% m"’?T_ l fé’ I 2aa. o :\?';'“": ) T,
Y BRmmen
Attn.; Lori Lawrence B
Environmental Review Technician o 1 2t
Flacer County Planning Dapt.
11414 "B* Ave. PLANNING DEns e

Auburn, Ca. 95803

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Rapurt for the Proposed Martis Vall
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: EUDTI:ITRUEI]PD e

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

M name 14 T\LHL. 'Q‘ku amd | ive, yn the Town

[onckets . | pwm deepdu b&mw’nr’d AT
sed de.v'z,lmwrlalﬁ}‘l-.n Wmc;\fg Hj: | have

ch ﬂumﬁ% ._

1251

L£a F.
%%’W 2 14_hiantond 2teehd v,

125-2

1wc-,~ef:hm41 *ﬂmm;: B, Acknsnledars ]
n’{, ﬂmiﬁf howee 13 be built A Tﬂiiﬁ:ﬁ}jﬁ;

Vowmes ﬁf‘hmv’mt@ A LA AeVE] [
UKL AL L??:G{"d:%d'f;’{%ﬁ; 61 1 wiezera e

Re: Draft Environmental impact Report for the Proposed Martis Vallaw

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
3.0-698



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

[VLCATME, 'lﬂ‘d-fy m AW agea? _
T REL. Eﬁifam Aake *”ha’["’iﬂ(ﬁh}m@
At Yole 1 410 dvAuctl sn &
wALA Ve 4v24 wdor mldul__ﬂ in
Vb iy ﬂ'{rﬂ/ A -den st Yemdad) L
&:ny,_{{/ Wl epments 15 momlable ﬁnf
%M&aﬁ.& wlvo Msved 4o Touber
L & .mfg
] (i the DE- L2
AP
A_SlAnnhe ATE 4 Ag
A Colhtiin 2 ! |
A% | iti acat_methe DEIR i | a icated, | request that
for commea ntil tha of 2002, F I 125-3
the inade of IR, I ast that DEIR ised an
recirculated,

(PrintName) Rl Qlf ey

(Print Address) D 4 EJE}{ ‘275" {!‘r

Toncker, kG40
F

Re: Draft Environmantal Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Vallav o

Martis Valley Community Plan Update

Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report

May 2003
3.0-699



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 125: NIKKI RILEY, RESIDENT

Response 125-1:

Response 125-2:

Response 125-3:

Comment noted. The commentor does not comment on the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. Therefore, no response is necessary.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.8 (Affordable and
Employee Housing Effects of the Project) and Section 4.2
(Population/Housing/Employment) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor states that the environmental document is not sufficient and
that the process needs to be restarted. However, the commentor fails to
identify the inadequacies of the Draft EIR. The County considers the Draft EIR
and Revised Draft EIR adequate for consideration of the project and
consistent with the requirements of CEQA. No further response is necessary.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
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Latter 126
ALLGET -
Date: le ALG LIS Oz :‘ :::i_'.l.l-'_- o b
Attn.: Lori Lawrence T d ‘il
Environmental Review Technician M
Placer Gounty Planning Dept. et 7.5 T

11414 "B" Ave. fiaee .
Auburn, Ca. 95603 S

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Vall
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050 e

Dear Ms. Lawrence:
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LETTER 126: BRENDAN RILEY, RESIDENT

Response 126-1: Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. The
commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the Alternatives
Analysis) regarding concerns relating to an alternative plan without a golf
course.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County

Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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Letter 127

PATE-: & AUSOST O2—

ATERTION  LORI  LALIPENCE-.

E+iyl mmMEH%Mﬁﬂ
FraCeEe. COUNTY PLAMMNING DEET

_ 4 “" aye-
AUBORN, (A~ 95603

FE: PE.I.V. FOE PRORNED MAPTIS VALY
COMMUMIT BAN OPDATE- sat yn: 20622050

ICECARDI N  TRAEFIC. PPODECTIONS

ANTS THE COMNCIDEEATION HADE. 1o THE
L2
LHAT AZAHTEE. D WE Liaye TUAT
THE MARTIS VAMIEY N 0T EBECOME.
A HEIBWEORHOOD OF MOSTIN Feraey
HOMEOWNERS T Ot PRODECTIONS | w4
(= PETIFINS BEAp EWE.-E"S T el
EMECEHIME TELE-COMMUTINA
LA =FORCCE |, (NTERMET EOSEMNES
OINE RS {"Eﬂ: Erc,\l HOL2 CAR roEe
ACCURATIEC) PREDKT THAT 1idE
TROUEFE/TINE. TEalnN  LOILL
ALWANS BE TOMINATED BY SECOND
UOMEONERS 7 LYHETE 1S THE
TRAFEIC. STUDY TIAT MODELS [0V
Paiaey OLOHEEBSLYIPY?
— PBredlbarn TILEY

D BOK 2L
TRUCKEE, Ca  HEI60D

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Renort for the Pronnesd Martis Wallae

Placer County

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003

Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-703



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 127: BRENDAN RILEY, RESIDENT

Response 127-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and 3.4.10
(Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).
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Letter 125

Date:_[& ADCOST CZ.

Attn.; Lori Lawrence S J——"
Environmental Review Technician R
Placer County Planning Dept. B

11414 "B" Ave. S D e
Auburn, Ca. 95603 e

Re: Draft Environmantal Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:
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LETTER 128: BRENDAN RILEY, RESIDENT

Response 128-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and
Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), and 3.4.8 (Affordable and Employee
Housing Effects of the Project) as well as Section 4.2
(Population/Housing/Employment) of the Draft EIR.

Response 128-2:  The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 128-1.
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Letter 129
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Environmental Review Technician =
Flacer County Planning Dept, N s

11414 “B® Ave.
Auburn, Ca. 95603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:
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LETTER 129: PATRICIA STANLEY, RESIDENT

Response 129-1: Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9
(Adequacy of the Public Review Period).
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Letter 130
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Flacer County Planning Dept. R v,
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Re: Draft Environmental Impact Repm-t for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 130: CHRISTINE B. OTT0, RESIDENT

Response 130-1:

Response 130-2:

Response 130-3:

Response 130-4:

Response 130-5:

Response 130-6:

Response 130-7:

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and
Employee Housing Effects of the Project) and Section 4.2
(Population/Housing/Employment) of the Draft EIR regarding concerns
relating to employee housing.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and Section 4.11
(Public Services and Utilities) of the Draft EIR. The commentor is also referred
to Response to Comments 39-2, 49-6 and 81-12.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area), 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis), and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and
Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project) and Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor states that the environmental document is not sufficient
and that the process needs to be restarted. However, the commentor fails
to identify the inadequacies of the Draft EIR. The County considers the Draft
EIR and Revised Draft EIR adequate for consideration of the project and
consistent with the requirements of CEQA. No further response is necessary.
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Letter 131

w7 1¢/o2

Attn.: Lori Lawrence ) e
Environmental Review Technician '
Placar County Planning Dapt. A SR
11414 “B" Ave. ;
Auburn, Ca. 95603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

1311
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 131: DANIEL TUERK, M.D., AND JANIS G. TUERK, MD, MPH

Response 131-1: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 123-4.
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Letter 132

Ms. Lori Lawrence

Placer County Flanning Dept.
11414 B Avenus

Aubum, CA 95603

RE: Martis Valley Draft EIR. Comments

!amrespundingloThisp]mnsamnmndc&Mumekmfurthﬁpasilye?rsandm;
someone who walks dogs several times per week along Martis Creek west of high way

267.

I'm writing [0 you io voice my concems about the Martis Valley Draft EIR. While 'm
sure the document was prepared by good well meaning people, 1 find myself as a citizen
being called upon to write this letter, in amazement that such a shallow document could
be proffered in the first place. This document is clearly flawed or worse yet has been
manipulated by the same gmﬁdnﬁchhasrmnﬂybeencxpmpdauhehglnsﬂm!sof
corporate America. Clearly this is a document for developers, by developers, who aim to
profit by the unique political boundaries of the arca at the expense of all the existing
inhabitants both human and non-human on both sides of the biologically arbitrary
Placer/Nevada county linc. I ask you io consider the following when deciding whether to
muept&risdocumemurluaskfnramﬂhergnmit

Upuumdinglhzducmmuitbuummc]mrlhﬂﬂﬁsﬁlﬂpmmisjustmthwhwﬂs
io be overcome in realizing the existing plans of developers. The EIR process should not
be regarded as an impediment to progress, but rather as a tool to insure everyone benefits
from the area’s resources not just the developers. Once development mkmplaw if is
difficult if not impossible to undo. Lets get it right the first time. In my opinion this i
document provides no basis for sustaining the regions beautiful environment and thriving
tourist economy. We need to have a real EJRwhjrhlmsbnmmﬁvedatm?rughmal
science and thoughtful consideration and input by the people who know this area best, the
citizens of Truckee and current residents of Martis valley. Let’s have an EIR but one that
is based on unbiased science and ohservation, not a document trumped up to satisfy the
greed of peaple who simply want 1o maximize their short term monetary profits. Let
developers take their chances like every other investor. Lets not give away the wealth that
belongs to every member of this GOy, .

The claim made in page 4.2 — 16 last paragraph that no population mitigation measures
are necessary because the General Plan ealls for increase population is without any merit
as anyone who has sat in traffic on highway 267 can tell you. The estimates of occupancy
rate are false due to two main demographic trends which are nation wide: the increase in
retirement rate of the baby boom generation, the advent of the internet, and the growing
trend to move away from over crowded urben areas. The reasons given for the numbers 132.3
in the tables are based on historical evidence but I do not think we are going relive the
past. [ suppose that turning Martis Valley into anather city will actually keep many of the
people who want to get away form the urban rat race from coming here. | moved here
two years ago from the Bay Area, but now [ am seriously considering :@fvalhrng_myr house
and moving to a place where I fecl that my rights to the lifestyle I buy into will be

1321
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

preserved and protected thru rational and considered growth not more short sighted urban | 1323
sprawl. Cont'd
Referring to section 6.3 the “No Project Alternative” is actually the “Original Project
Alternative”. Had build-out occurred on schedule according to the 1975 plan there would
be far more houses and people already. Lets consider ourselves lucky to have the number
of houses we have. Let us leamn from our experience so far, and realize that if we can
132-4

revise the 1975 number downward then why not go to zero or 500 or 1000. Let us err on
the side ofcmﬁ?uimndprudemewiﬂi our resources when deciding on a number. T fieel
very uneasy relying on estimated occupancy rates and projected demographics to keep
our community livable. To me that seems like investing based on peering into the
proverbial crystal ball,

Please, let us take this matter seriously. We have done the experiment. If you ask the
current residients I think you will find most people agree that this place is becoming
crowded. We have not yet seen how the by-pass from 267 to 80 will wark., Why can’t we
take development slowly? Perhaps developer profits are more important than the price 1325
citizens will pay in time wasted sitting in traffic. And why? In the name of progress?
Who's progress? Where did the number of 12,000 in the original plan come fiom? Where
did the rumbers in the proposed alternatives come from. Why can't we have plan with
that sets a lower build out limit with possible future increases? Why can’t plan can evolve
as we see how the community evolves? Why can't we the citizens of the area have more
say or a vote on the direction our future habitat should take?

I find the description of the Marlis Valley ecosystem lacking any merit. The Sierra
Nevada has many ccosystems. Clearly no science has been done to understand the Martis
:'u’alla}r ecosystem. Gathering information about a place cannot be accomplished by sitting
in ones office and shuffling paper. Were any experts knowledge about the area hired or
consulted for input? If s, who were they and what did they say? What arcas did they Lo
study? Was the issue of fencing and splitting up ecosystems addressed? [ can find no
reference to it in this DIER. After all we are talking about gated communities. The
current fence surrounding Lahontan is bad enough. The place looks more like a prison
camp than a place o live.

By there own public statements East West partners and other developers want to build
a four season resort community; essentially more Lahontans. They seem to feel it is OK
to spoil the public environment that surrounds their resort eco-islands while at the sume 1327
time prohibiting the public from enjoying any recreational opportunities they create. This
is“:mng and in my view, and exactly what the EIR process is suppose to safe guard

against,

After seeing the Martis Valley Plan and this DIER it has become elear that in arder to
insure a sustainable and livable future for Truckee and Martis Valley we need much more
participation by people who live in this area. We need better science based an area
specific facts. The county line which runs through Martis Valley is an arbitrary man
ma::ll: huunduq.r We need to plan for the future of this area by considering the entire
region including areas on both sides of the boundary, In my view this has not been done, 1328
It seems to me that a regional planning commission with authority in both counties
should be over seeing the planning process. We have a seriously flawed DIER which is a
result of not having such a regional perspective. Tt is clear to me that East West Partners
saw this weakness in the area’s public safe guards and is aiming to profit fiom it at the

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

community’s expense. Please let us be prudent with one the areas premiere and very
special public places. Thizs DIER is a start, but we need a new area wide approach to

developing the final EIR. I hope we can move forward by devoting mors resources to 132-8
actually gather information and input from both the Martis Valley ecosystem and the Cont'd
people who live in surrounding communities. Please don not let the developers take the

wealth of this place and run. If it takes more time 2o be it, what is the rush?

‘Ejsmm:;?g but EEI hopeful,
Joel Erickzon -
1099y SKkiswpe s
Trockes (o qg;;rﬂ-‘
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 132: JOEL ERICKSON, RESIDENT

Response 132-1:

Response 132-2:

Response 132-3:

Response 132-4:

Response 132-5:

Response 132-6:

Response 132-7:

The commentor requests that the County prepare a revised Draft EIR and
recirculate it to the public. However, the commentor fails to identify the
inadequacies of the Draft EIR. The commentor is referred to Sections 4.1
through 4.12 of the Draft EIR, which include an extensive evaluated of the
environmental impacts associated with the Martis Valley Community Plan
per CEQA. The County considers the Draft EIR adequate for consideration
of the project and consistent with the requirements of CEQA. No further
response is necessary.

The commentor states that the EIR needs to be based on unbiased science
and observation and prepared by people who know the area, but he
commentor fails to identify the inadequacies of the Draft EIR. The
commentor is referred to Response to Comments 84-1 and 132-1.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), and 3.4.5
(Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comments 132-3 and 132-4.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comments 51-1 and 84-1. The
commentor states that the ecosystem description and data are lacking, but
the commentor fails to identify what is inadequate. No further response is
necessary.

The commentor states that the EIR needs to safeguard against spoiling the
public environment and prohibiting the public from using private
recreational facilities. The commentor is referred to Sections 4.1 through
4.12 of the Draft EIR for an extensive analysis of the environmental impacts
associated with the Martis Valley Community Plan per CEQA. With regard
to parks, recreational facilities and trails, the commentor is referred to
pages 4.11-87 through -92 in Section 4.11 (Public Services and Utilities) of the
Draft EIR. Regarding the open space corridors along creeks, the commentor
is referred to Policies 9.D.1 and 9.D.4 of the Martis Valley Community Plan,
which require specific setbacks from all riparian zones, wetlands, old growth
woodlands, and the habitat of rare, threatened or endangered species.
Policy 9.D.1 also stipulates that in some instances the minimum setbacks
may need to be substantially larger. Policy 9.D.4 requires public and private
projects to address creeks and riparian corridors, including provisions for
long-term creek corridor maintenance. The wildlife biologist will determine
the need for additional setbacks in consultation with UFWS and CDF.

Placer County
May 2003
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Response 132-8: Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.
Additionally, the commentor is referred to Response to Comment 132-2.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
3.0-718



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Letter 133
—— - Pag

[Lorl Lawrence - MARTIS VALLEY SRS

From: “nessa” <tickle@telis.org=

Ta: <L JLawreni@placer.ca.gov>
Data: BME02 11:44PM
Subject: MARTIS VALLEY

Please keep our Mountains clean and restiul, the amount of added fraffic
from the development proposed will make this area seem like a oity, not a
wonderful experienca of nature, Also nat addressed is the lack of low income
housing for tha work force Lo service the éxira people added, we already

have a fack of housing for minimum wage eamers. The impact on Nevada County 13341
is not baing addrassad, a greal portion of the new residents will ba wsing
roade and sarvicas in Truckee, where will the new schools, wider roads,
bigger sewer plant, and water come from? How will it be paid for? Growth ks
good but only if very carefully supervised and these issues have nat been
fully considerad in the studies. Nessa Wettemann

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

May 2003
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 133: NESSA WETTEMANN, RESIDENT

Response 133-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.8 (Affordable and
Employee Housing Effects of the Project), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Impact Analysis), and 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project),
as well as the impact analysis, policies, and mitigation measures contained
within Section 4.2 (Population/Housing/ Employment) and Section 4.11
(Public Services and Utilities) of the Draft EIR.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Letter 134
Lari = -
| Lori Lawrence i Par
From: "Stacie Creps" <avalarlady@hotmail com=>
To: <LJLawreni@placer.ca.gov>
Date: 8/19/02 &:1248M
Hedlo,

My name s Stacle Creps. | ive in Truckee CA. | have baan hearing about the
Mariis Valley development plan ke everyone else here in Truckee |
understand the need to grow and that it is happening. | alse understand tha
people here are concernad over possibly desiroying our resources; water, alr
quality, wildlife habitat and corridors, ete.

It seems that there must ba a solution we could find If we take the fime to
look at all the idaas, fears, needs, and desires of all parfies, | boliove

thers is a way to grow that will benefit us all. | think it will require 1341
paople on both sides taking a step back and getting a bil mare nuetral, Some
new possibilily will show up end we can grow and keep the quality of life

for humans and wildlife up to the standards we all want, and beyond what we
imagined possible. It will lake some fime and cooperation. Can we please do
thiz respansitly and defiberately? | am happy to do whatever Is needed to
asalet in the evolvement of Truckee in a responsible equitable manner, |
have great diplomacy, organization and leadership skills, Please usa me. |
can be reachad at (530) 550-9506. or e-mail avatarlady@hotmail.cam,

Thank yeu for your time and affart.

Send and recalve Holmail on your moblle devica: hitp:imebile. msn.com

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

Placer County
May 2003
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 134: STACIE CREPS, RESIDENT

Response 134-1: Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. Because
the commentor does not raise any issues with the Draft EIR, no further
response is necessary.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Letter 135

| Lor Lawrance - August 18, Martis DEIR commenis,doc -

August 18, 2002

Attn: Lori Lawrence
Environmental Review Technician
Placer County Planning Dept.
11414 “B" Ave.

Auburm, Ca. 85603

Re: Draft Envircnmeantal Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH MNo. 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrance:

| am writing to veice my concern for a lack of a trus “No Project” and
"Low Intensity” alternative in the Draft Marlis Valley EIR. The DEIR should
evaluate the impacts from a project in the range of a holding capacity of
3500 dwelling units at build-out with reduced commercial in the range of
150,000 square feet and one that evaluates no additional development at
all (Mo Project Alternative). 'Without this type of analysis thers Is simply no
fair comparison of the potential impacts on the Martis Valley. A

Also, the conclusion of the alternatives section does not designate which of
the studied asitematives is the “environmentally superior” choice as required

by CEQA.

The alternatives analysis as presented in the DEIR forms an inadequate
basis for the public and decision makers to make a decision on the effects
of proposed development on the Marlis Valley.

Sincaraly,

Stefania Oliviari
9921 River Road
Truckea, Ca. 96161
587-3161

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 135: STEFANIE OLIVIERI, RESIDENT

Response 135-1: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis). CEQA Guidelines 15126.6(e)(3)(A) specifically notes
that when the project under consideration is the revision of an existing plan,
the “no project” alternative will be the continuation of the existing plan.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Letter 136

1707 Grouse Ridge Road
Marthstar, CA 96161

August 18, 2002

Attn: Lori Lawrence
Envirenmental Review Technician
Placer County Planning Department
11414 “B" Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603

Re: Draft Eu?'immnental [mpact Report (“DEIR) for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan (“MVCP™) Update, SCH Ma.: 2001072050
Dear Ms. Lawrenee:

"The purpose of this comment letter is to share with Placer Count i i

: : - ; ¥ & written evaluati
the Nimbus Engme_ers report titled Ground Water Availablity in the Martis Valley e
Ground Water Basin" prepared by Acton Mickelson Environmental, Inc. (“AME™),

The AME study raises doubt that the Nimbus stu S .
evaluating the availability of ground water in mcﬂ;'?{wg \"aﬁg;, e foundation for

Given the importance of developing a sound foundation for making decisi
availability of water in the Martis Walley, please initiate a water ;nnfdyezh{%lliozri‘:ga:um e

calibrated numeric model,
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

13641

Sincerely,

%,EQM

. Welch

Attachment:
Letter from Walter D. Floyd and Michael A. Acton dated September 5, 2001,
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

ACTON -
MICKELSON
ENVIRONMENTAL, INC.

Consulting Scientists, Engineers, and Geologists

September 5, 2001

Ms. Stefani Olivieri

Mountain Area Preservation Foundation

P.Q. Box 971

Truckee, California 96160 004801

Subject: Document Review: Ground Warer 4 vailability
in the Martis Valley Ground Water Basin

Dear Ms. Olivieri: P

Acton - Mickelson « Environmental, Ine., has reviewed at your request the document entitled
Ground Water Availability in the Marris Valley Ground Water Basin {Nimbus Engineers, 2001)
[Basin Study]. This letter provides our corments on the review of the document.

Two approaches to estimating safe yields from ground water basins are the use of'a hydrolagical
budget model and the use of a calibrated numerical model. The use of the hydrologic budget
approach to estimate safe yields from a basin, as was done in the Basin Study, is “fraught with
preblems™ (Freeze and Cherry, 1979 [page 207)). As discussed in the ensuing comuments, there 136-1
is much uncertainty in many of the budget inputs, and in this case, the budget inputs seem ta rely c -t
considerably upon the judgment of personnel at Nimbus Engineers (Mimbus) rather than on ont.

objective data or information available in published literature.

The ground water in the Basin was assumed 1o be in a steady state condition (Basin Srmudy,
page 14). As such, recharge equals discharge in Equation 1 {Basin Study, page 13) because in
iong-term, steady state conditions, the water in storzge is constant {i.e., changes in storage are
zero). Observed changes in storage are in response to short-term deviations from average
conditions. Increased discharge through increased ground water extraction will result in a

lowering of the water table.

The safe yield of a basin is the amount of ground water that can be withdrawn without causing
the following:

+  Depletion of ground water reserves
= Contravention of existing water rights

* Deteriosation of economical advantages of pumping
s Excessive depletion of streamflow

* Land subsidence

* Intrusion of water of undesirable quality

O =208 dine:
1R B3I-TSEN

550 Robert J. Mathews Parkway
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Ms. Stefani Olivieri
September 5, 200]
Page 2

The development of a calibrated numeric model to simulate the ground water Basin is 1 betler
appma-;hl o managing the Basin than the water balance approach, especially in light of plans to
rely on inereased use of ground water to supply o growing water needs for Truckse and

elsewhere in the region.

Specific comments regarding the Rasin Study's estimation of recharge and safe wvield are
enumerated below:

*  Page 11, [ast sentence. Hydro-Search, Inc. designated ten zones (A through I) that
were estimated to have similar ground water recharge and movement. The Zones are
shown on Nimbus Figure 3. The text (Basin Study, page 11) indicates that Bennen
Flat and Juniper Flat were “.underlain by predominantly volcanic tocks with
significantly less storae potential than the deep alluvial Basin and are not included ip
this ground water storage caleulation,” Bennett Flat iz in Zone F and Juniper Flat in
Zone E. Table 2 and Figures 17 and 18 indicare Fones E and F were indeed included

in the ground water storage calculation.

* Page 13, last full paragraph. This paragraph scems 1o imply that the lower water table
resulting frotn increased ground water extraction is only temporary, and that the
change in storage will recover once the system re-establishes equilibrivm. This is not
correct. The rate of change of storage will recover, but the warer table will remain
depressed as long as the increased pumping continues, 136-1

Cont.

Page 17, 2" Paragraph. This paragraph classifies the four hydrologic soil types (A,
B, C, D) into three categories (favorable, moderate, and not favorable). Type A soil .
has the most rapid infiltration rates, Type D the slowest Types A and B were
classified as favorable, Type C moderate, and Type D unfavorable. Types B and C
may be more appropriately classified as moderate, since these values lie between the
upper and lower values, Figure 8 shows most of the soils in the Basin are Type B, If
the Type B soils are improperly classified as favorable, then the estimate of the
amount of ground water recharge and the estimate of water availahle far exiraction

could be overestimated.

® Page 17, 39 Paragraph. Classifying the Basin fill volcanic unit as moderate may
result in an overestimation of recharge. The voleanic rocks are shown on Figure 4 a2
being aquitards. These aquitards were noted on page 11 as being relatively competent
in limiting the transfer of shallow ground water to the middle/lower aquifer systemn.
The voleanic rocks were also deseribed on page 11 as having “significantly less
storage potential” than the alluvium. These data suggest that the permeability of the
voleanic rocks is much lower than the alluvium, probably on the order of one to
several orders of magnitude. However, the recharge difference between favorable

ACTON =
MICKELSON -«
ENVIRONMENTAL, INC, _ 01204 doc
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Page 3

ALTON *

M. Stefani Olivieri
September 5, 2001

and moderate was only 22 to 26 percent (Table 1). The much lower permeability
associated with the volcanie rocks may warrant classification as not favorable.

Page I7, 5" Paragraph. It is suspected that precipitation recharge efficiencies are
seldom as high as 65 percent and can be less than [ percent (e.g., over bedrock). In
Table 1, the assignment of recharge efficiencies appears to be overly judpmental.
Under the least favorable conditions, a recharge efficiency of 13 percent was used
{Table 1}, and owver the entire Basin, a recharge efficiency of 23.3 percent was used
{Table 2). A Basin-wide recharge efficiency of 25.3 percent is greater than the
11 percent value referenced in literature (Berger, 2000). (Eleven percent was likely
for the Basin as a whole, not just the most unfaverable portions since the [Berger,
20007 study was titled *Water Budger Estimates for the 14 Hydrographic Areas in the
Middle-Humboldr Riter Basin™) Four out of five of the assigned recharge
efficiencies in the Basin Study exceed 33 percent (Table |). Therefore, the one
literature attained valus of 65 percent, which does not appear to be published or peer-
reviewed, unlike the other references cited, was used to adjust recharge efficiencies
upward. Because the literature attained values are so highly variable, assessing the
amount and spatial distribution of recharge may best be accomplished via calibration

of a numeric model.

Page 18, last paragraph. The uplifted basement rocks to the south were estimated 1o
contribute 5,336 acre feet per yvear {AF/yr) of ground water (Tables 7 and 8). Ground
water recharge from the watershed upgradient of the Basin was included in the water
halznce. These aspects of the Basin Stady are inconsistent wi:p other statements in
the study. On page 7, it was stated that “Basement rocks in the Truckee Area
typically contain, transmit, and yield relatively small quantities of ground water.”
The basement rocks are not anticipated to eontribute significant ground water to the
Basin for the reasons stated on the first paragraph of Section 7.11.2. It is not clear
why ground water recharge from the watershed upgradient of the Basin was included
in the water balance when, as stated on page 23, “Mo ground water transfer into the
basin was included from these areas.”

Page 21, Section 7.9.1. Literature presented values of ground water contributions to
the Truckee River ranged from 8,180 to 12,000 AF/yr; but the water balance used a
much greater value of 20,207 AF/yr (Table 8). Mimbus then used this value as part of
the ground water that is available for extraction (Table 12). The greater Truckes
River ground water discharge value was calculated by balancing inpufs and outputs.
As discussed above, the inputs may be artificially inflated by precipitation recharge
values, and possibly by the ground water transfers into the Basin, Therefore, the
amount of water available for extraction, assuming it is acceptable to stop all ground
water discharge to the Truckee River, would also be inflated.

MICKELSOMN - T
EMVIRONMENTAL, INC.

Consulting Scientists, Enphnesrs. and Geologists

136-1
Cont.
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Ms. Stefani Olivier
September 5, 2001
Page 4

= Table 7 and Figure 11. There are some discrepancics between Table 7 and Figure 1],
For example, on Figure 11, Zone A is noted to loose 854 AF/yr 1o Zone B, and
977 AFlyr to Zone D for a total of 1,831 (the value in Inirabasin GW Transfer O
[Table 7]). Figure 11 indicates Zone B only receives Intrabasin GW transfers from
Zone A, yel the Intrabasin GW wransfer into Zone B is 1,981 AFfyr, not the 854 AFfyr
provided by Zone A, An explanation for the difference is not provided. 136-1

) Table 12. The volume of ground water available for extraction (24,701 AFAYE) was Cont.

calculated using all of the ground water that was estimated to provide flow to the
Truckee River, Prosser Creel, and contribute to Prosser Creek Reservoir. For this
approach to work, the water table would uniformly have to be lowered to the thalweg
elevation of these cugrent ground water discharge points. In reality, pumping will
create cones of depression that will create an uneven water table surface. Portions of
the streams that were ground water discharge reaches will become ground water

recharge reaches.

Please eall should you have any questions regarding the information presented.

Very truly yours,
ACTON « MICKELSON « ENVIRONMENTAL, INC.

Michael A, Acton, BLE.A,

Walter D. Floyd, R.G., C.HG.
Vies Prezident

Califomia Registered Geologist #6002
California Centified Hydrogeologist #493

WDF:MAAddb
et Mr. Richard 5. Taylor, Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP
AUTON -
MICKRELSON « 01-204 dos
ENVIRONMENTAL, INC,
Consulting Scientists, Enginecrs, and Geologists
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LETTER 136: DAvoD WELCH, RESIDENT

Response 136-1: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects
of the Project) regarding other peer revisions of the Nimbus Study.
Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate.
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153A5436804 FaGE @2

ABs16/ 2882 11:19

August 15, 2002

Mz, Lord Lewrence ;
Planning County Planning Department
11414 B Avenus

Anbum, Californda 95603

RE: Martis Valley Community Plas Draft Exvivenméntal Tmpact
Statement

Dear Ms. Lawrence,

'T'h.m;k you far the opportunity to provide comments on the Diaft
Environmental Impact Satement (DEIS) for the Martis Valley
Community Plan (MVCP). The following comiments are provided on 13741
buhah_' of the League to Save Lake Tahoe (League), o non-profit
organization solely dedicated to the environmental protection of the

Lake Tahoe Basin.

_Iu.gm.ets]. ﬂJchgunﬁndsthnDEISmbebathimdemmand
meomplete and in need of substantial révision in order o mave
forward with -a proposal of this masnitnde. The Leagua’s primary
interest in reviewing this document is to determine what potential
impacts to the Lake Tahoe region may be expected from the
aggreasive development of the Martis Valley that is sgvisioned in the | 1372

. MVCP. Unforfunately, we formd the DEIS to be almos completely
lacking in its analysis of impacts to the Lake Tahoe Basin. Despite
being literally at the Basin's boundary, the only environmental impart
o the Tahoe Basin that appears to be analyzed is the traffic impact at
the intersection of Highways 267 and 28.

The proximity of Martis Valley to the Tahoe Basin requircs a full-
m?lc analysis of all potential impacts to the Lake Tahoe region. A ten-
mile radius around. the MVCP ineludes literally the entire north shiore 1

of Leke Tahoe from Incline Village, Nevads, to Junnyside, California. 37
Thers ars a number of potentially seriens and signifieant impacts to
Tahoe's environment that could result from the proposed MVCE. The
following comments reflect some of our most serious concerns, '

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report
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88/16/ 2pA2

11:19

1.

(")

Mz, Lori Lawrence

League comments en MVCP DEIS
Augus 13, 2002

Page 2 ol 4

The Tahoe Fegiopal Planning Agency (TRPA) is not listed as 2 potential
Responsible Agency in section 1.2 of the DEIS. Althongh TRPA does not have
discretionary approval pewer over projects in the Martis Valley, TRPA does have
discretionary approval power over projects in the Tahos Basin A sionificant
traffic impact to the intersection of Highways 28 and 267 is identified in the

" DEIS. The preposed mitigation includes a right-tumn lane which will pequire

TRPA review and approval, thus TRPA will have discretinnary approval power
over aspects of the project.. There are potentially numerous impacts to the Lake
Tahoe environment and TRPA's ability to achieve their snvironmental goals.
These impacts cannot be properly evaluated without TRPA's consultation in
preparation and review of the MVCP and DEIS.

Perhaps most significant]ly for the Tahoe Basin, the DEIS needs to include an
analysis of potential impacts o the adopted TRPA envircnmenml threshold
carrying capacities for the Tahoe Basin inchuding impacts to: air quality, water
quality, soil conservation, vegetation, wildlifc, noise, scenic resources, and
recreation, The MVCE contemplates growth that will undoubtedly impact thega
thresholds, and as such must be fully analyzed within the DEIS. TRPA must be
mdamy consulted when any potential lmpacts to these thresholds ere
consi i

A conservation-based altemmative needs to be incorporated and analyzed that
J'.m:h:dqs a substamiial reduction in proposed densities, and iz bassd primarily on
pratecting and conserving the environmental and ecological processes that exist in.
the Martis Valley and extend into the Tahoe Basin,

It is difficult to determine how many residential units can be developed. The
DEIS assumes 9,210 units; however, the MVCP appears to allow between 20,000
and 21,000 primary units. Additionally, Policy 2.A.5 of the MVCP stares thar,
#Owners of vacation homes in Martis Valley shall be encouraged to reat to resart
workers and fo construct secondary dwellings or aceessory structures ns a menns
of increasing the supply af rental wnits.. ™ (Emphasis added). The impaets of this
policy, which could substantially increase the number of proposed units, appears
to be completely ignored and unaccounted for in the DEIS. The potential for the
development of these secondary units is extremely high as the development of
illepal units within existing zingle-family homes snd ahove garages is a growing
trend around Lake Taboe and is nearly ubiquitous within Squew Valley. The
proposal must include some “cap™ on the number of potential units that can be
developed.  Also, all snalyses in the DEIS should be modified to consider the

potential development and impacts resulting from this palicy.

The MVCP does not appear o be the result of a truc planning sffort involving the
citizens of the region, Rather, it appaars to be haphazardly ereated aronnd a series
of development proposals. The development proposals are driving the
community plan rather than the community plan driving the developments. The

15385436284 LEAGLE TO SAVE LAKE FAGE B3

137-4
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1376

137-7

1378
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Basie/2e@2 11:19 15385436804 LEAGLE TO SAVE LAKE

Mg, Lori Lawrence

League comments on MVCP DEIS

Aumust 15, 2002

Page 3 of 4
Placer County citizens in the arca, and the community needs of this region of the
county, have been given little consideration in this plan. It is a strugple to find
any benefits whatsoever to eastem Placer County. ‘The entire MVCP i compased | 1378
of private, gated, golf course communities thar provide neither housing for the | CO™ U
area’s citizens and workers, nor eny additianal public recreational oppartunities or
nther_ gummmiry enhancing components, Given that this iz one of the few
remaining areas m eastern Placer Cumt;.rtharhasﬂmpormtia.lﬁ::signiﬁm
additional development, it seems irresponsible to propase a community plan that
literally excludes the entire existing sumrounding community and the OppoTunity
to allow the community to grow bassd on its needs, While the DEIS identifies the

. need for affordable housing az a result of the proposal, it is unclear where Placer

County eavisions the development of thar housing will cecur, or if that concept
has even been considered.  Approval and certification of the MVCP and DES | 1379
will make it impossible, extremely unlikely at best, for it to eccur in Martiz Valley
since there is little to no remaining development potential,

& The MVCF will cause substantial incresses in traffic in the North Tahoo region.
The traffic analysis, while it does identify significant traffic impacts, appears 11710
grossly underestimate the potential impacts that could actually occur by failing ts
sonsider full potential build-put or fll pateatial nee of the units, Additionally,
the analysis of waffic impasts and mitigation needs to be cxpanded o inclade |

: i ng Highway 2% from Tahos City, California to

Incline Village, Nevada. Also, thers appesrs ta be no analysis of air quality

impacts to the Tahos Basin or the TRPA air quality threshold carrying capacities

that have besn adopted for the Basin, This analysiz needs to be inchided in the

DEIS. Also, air quality hes direct impact on water quality in the Lake Tahoe. 137-11

Analysis of impacts to Lake Tahoe's waler quality threshold that result fram

increased air poliutants needs to be included in the DEIS, g

7 The project includes significant cumulative and growth-inducing impacts 1o th
Tahoe Basin that requirs identification and analysis. The proposad MVCP i:
quite unlike increased housing developments in dacramento, Keno, or the San
Francisco Bay area in terms of its impact on Tahos. While itis true that incraasad
population in those areas will cause an indirect derand on Tahoe's resources, the
MVCP is a Tahoe community plan which will directly affect Tahoe resources, the

, envirorment, and the quality of life for many of itz citizens, The marketing for 13712
the proposed developments focuses on the resources that Tahoe has to offer and is

b:f_ng promoted as a Tahoe development. These iz no question that seme of the
residents of the homes contained within the MVCP will work and recreate in the

a few miles away will mdoubtedly causs
facilities, public recreation facilities, marinas, beaches, public services, roads,
commercial establishments, transit, ete. These growth-inducing and cumulative
impacts need consideration and snalysis in the DEIS,

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
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BES1E/2882 11:19 15385436084 LEAGUE TO SAVE LAKE PAGE 85

M5, Lori Lawrencs
Leagus comments on MVCP DEIS .

August 15, 2002
Page 4 of 4

The beauty of the broad Martis Valley with its mountain backdrop creates a
stunning gateway to Lake Tahoe. It is unclear how the proposed developments
will impact this scenic entryway into the bagin, The plan indicates thar much of
the valley visible from Highway 267 will remain as open-space, however, golf
courses would be allowed in this area. While a golf coursa may be considered
opcn-space in an urban ares, 4 manicured and fenced golf course would destroy
the valley's natural, sage-filled appearance. The valley would appear more like
snburban sprawl development rather tham a serens mountain valley, This
devastating change would take away from the enjoyment and amazement of many
for the singular benefit of an exclusive few.

The above comments raflect some of the League’s most significant concsms.
Unfortimately, we find the MVCP DEIS to be wocfully inadequate and incomplete, The
proposed MVCP will unguestionably causs significant adverse environmental impacts 1o
the Tahoe Basin that have gone completely unanalyzed at worst and drastically under-

estimated at best. The proposed MVCP should be begun anew unsl a conservation based | 15719
and ecologically sound community plan that proposes signifieantly fewer units and fawer
golf courses can be developed. The Martis Valley Community Plan should actually
provide a benafit to the citizens of Placer County that will enhanee the sommmunity rather

than exclude it.

Please incorporate the above comments inte your project file and any future
environmental documents. Also, please include the League to Save Lake Tahoe on a list

to recsive a copy of all subsequent drafts and decision documents for our review. If you 137-15
have any questions or comments regarding this letter, please do not hesitare to contact

me.

13713

Sincerely,

W%wf/

: Jon-Paul Harxies

Program Director
League to Save Lake Tahoa

Rochelle Nason, Executive Director, League to Save Lake Tahoe
Tuan Palma, Exscutive Direstor, TRPA 2
John Marshall, Legal Counsel, TRPA

[
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LETTER 137: JON PAUL HARRIES, LEAGUE TO SAVE LAKE TAHOE

Response 137-1:

Response 137-2:

Response 137-3:

Response 137-4:

Response 137-5:

Response 137-6:

Response 137-7:

Response 137-8:

Response 137-9:

Comment noted. Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the
Draft EIR were received, no further response is required.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact
Analysis).

The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact
Analysis).

The Draft EIR acknowledges that improvements associated with the SR
267/SR 28 intersection are outside of the County’s jurisdiction (Draft EIR
page 4.4-57) and that Caltrans and TRPA would be responsible for
improvements to the intersection. The TRPA provided comments on the
Draft EIR (Comment Letter J). The commenter is referred to Master
Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin) and 3.4.10
(Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).

The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin).

The Revised Draft EIR considered several reduced development
alternatives. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5
(Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis).

The project does not specifically propose the development of second
units within the Plan area. Given the low occurrence of second units in
the Plan area currently, it is not expected that a substantial number of
residential units would provide second units that would result in new
significant environmental effects that are not addressed in the Draft EIR.
In addition, the provision of second units for area employees would
provide environmental benefits associated with reducing traffic, air
quality and noise impacts. The commentor is referred to Master
Response 3.4.1 (Project Description Adequacy) and 3.4.2 (Assumptions
Used for Development Conditions in the Plan Area).

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community
Plan is noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration.
Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR were
received, no further response is required.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and
Employee Housing Effects of the Project).

Placer County
May 2003
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Response 137-10:

Response 137-11:

Response 137-12:

Response 137-13:

Response 137-14:

Response 137-15:

The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact
Analysis).

The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin).

Growth inducing and cumulative impacts are addressed in the Draft EIR
(Draft EIR pages 5.0-15 and 7.0-1 and -2). The commenter is referred to
Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin) and
3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the
Draft EIR).

Visual resource impacts were addressed in detail on Draft EIR pages 4.12-
9 through -37).

Comment noted. The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5
(Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis), 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts
to the Tahoe Basin) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and
Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR).

Comments received from the commentor are responded to in this
document.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
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138-2
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LETTER 138: SHIRLEY ALLEN, RESIDENT

Response 138-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.6 (Consideration of
the Impacts to the Tahoe Basin) and 3.4.7 (Adequacyof the Cumulative
Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR).

Response 138-2: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and 3.4.10
(Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).

Response 138-3: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of the
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin), as well as Section 4.6 (Air Quality) of the
Draft EIR regarding concerns relating to impact on air quality to the
Tahoe Basin because of the proposed project.

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-739



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Lattar 139

1391

(DS eIy maewy ! gwd clbi g,

sy g 3 o tydl SHNK
ik e i B N e e

liﬁ.d&ﬂ... “ ook hsn T, .L..?dzp.._t

T2 TR T 1o N Moy Supon )
™% s Wb ro 3 ymales) wrew
TP Mangiogpd pavy T .,3_.,)&%,% TR S

YAy 7 e ,EHEM.. wras v sy ._m.%x.i{fm..:_ruv

™

Placer County
May 2003

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

3.0-740



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 139: STEVE KLUTTER, RESIDENT

Response 139-1:

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy), 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the Plan
Area), and 3.4.7 (Adequacyof the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis
in the Draft EIR). Regarding the commentor’s request for an EIS to be
prepared, the project does not involve a federal action or a NEPA
component; therefore, an EIS is not required.

Placer County
May 2003
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This organization has worked very hard, since our

ago, to educate people living in bear country on hnffvu:ndmg it
these magnificent animals. One of the ironic outcomes of our
endeavor is that we ourselves have learned much about our fellow
humans. They are extremely selfish, they generally believe only
people have a right to be on this planet and are quite unconcerned
about any cther life form, especially if it means they will be required
to gfve up anything or go to any trouble. The comments we receive
while atte-_mpting to discuss bear problems are shocking and very
discouraging. "Just kill the d--- bears!” "I shouldn't have to keep my
garbage away from them, it's their problem if they get into it” “I'm
hgre now, get them out of here!” T bought my property, how much
did the bear pay to live here?” “Cant you just take themrﬁomewhere

Letter 140

BEAR League

Bear Education Aversion Response
F.Q. Box 393 Homewood, Ca. 98141 (B30) 525-PAWS

ER CO
August 14, 2002\ DATE “V2y
REGEIWVED

Lori Lawrence
Egvimnmenfal Review Technician
Placer County Planning Department
11414 ‘B’ Ave

Auburn, Ca 95603

AUG

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

L 174
L

Dear Lori Lawrence:

This letter is to address concerns the BEAR League has [
regarding the proposed development of itat i
oIt Vb p prime bear habitat in

There are very few undisturbed tracts of land left in

where bears can live their lives without being Mﬁg}fﬂmfa
confrontations with humans. The most unfortunate aspect of
thfs: fact is bears die in large numbers when we humans invade
their l;en1_torv. The state of California does not relocate bears
who vae in close proximity to peopie, they are instead trapped
and killed. (There are no places left to relocate them!)

14041

Cco-exist with

Placer County
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else where they won't be a bother?” “If he < | _
i ~ gets into my b
one more time I'm going to shoot him!” my bird feeder

We also receive calls from people regarding other wildli
prevalent problem seems to be nnemgnef‘g nr;?:r attractff:f:irtdﬂ; :En;n =
squirrels with seeds and nuts (which also attracts bears) and another
neighbor putting out poison in order to exterminate them all. If the
uﬁrdlrﬁe: were left to take care of themselves, they would do just fine
Tﬁen_e IS not a single case of an area populated by humans where th;a
wildlife is not adversely affected. 130
Cont'd

It_would seem reasonable to hope that our Placer County Pla

will haw—;- the foresight and good conscience to take a I:E'I}rg har:dnelgsak
at what is being proposed in this never-before-spoiled wilderness and
!ouk past the strictly human concept of monetary benefit. Look
instead with the intelligence we humans are certainly blessed with
and be the respeciful stewards of this land rather than the continual

reapers of destruction.

If the BEAR League can be of any assistance with data we have
-
gathered regarding bears and other wildlife please, just ask.

Thank you, and I trust you will hear what we are saying.

Most Sinoerehw/
Ann Bryant
Executive Director

Martis Valley Community Plan Update

Placer County
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LETTER 140: ANN BRYANT, BEAR LEAGUE

Response 140-1: Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. The
commentor does not comment on the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
Therefore, no response is necessary. Black Bears are a common species and
implementation of the project would not result in substantial reductions in
Black Bear populations.
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Letter 141
GER CO
oM Dare u"if?}
RECEIVED
AUG 1 & M
i
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Auvgust 14, 2002
Attn: Lori Lawrence
Environmental Review Technician
Placer County Planning Dept.
11414 *B" Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603:
Re: Martis Valley Community Plan and DEIR
Dear M3, Lawrence,

I have finally had a chanee to review the massive DEIR for the Martis Valley Community
Plan, and with a layman’s understanding of the report, I'm completely shocked and
dismayed by the enormity of the plans proposed growth. Did the county planners totally

capitulate to developers interests? The Martis Valley is a one of a kind pristine mountain | 27
environment; unique unto itself, not the colossal urban center you propose. The proposed
6,800 new residences, three new golf courses, and thousands of feet of new commercial
development, would do irrevocable harm to the Martis Valley and the surrounding area.

This DEIR, as it now stands, is deeply flawed and completely inadequate in addressing
the major issues the plan creates. The report does not address the loss of natural habitat,
and it provides little environmental protection for that habitat. The issues of increased
traffic, transportation, air pollution, roads, and the serviees needed to support this
immense planned growth; water, sanitary sewer, fire protection, are not adequately

addressed as to their environmental consequences. The impacts of all these izssues are =
severely underestimated or not even disclosed. Where is the specific information
regarding the proposed PUL's? You only offer conclusions. I'm sorry, but that iz
unscceptable. Where are cumulative impacts identified? [ can’ t find any. How are the
surrounding communities of Truckee, Nevada County, and the critically sensitive Lake
Tahoe Basin affected by this plan? Were they ever mvited into the planning process? 1
would quess not, since they all would be negatively impacted.

My family and I have been homeowners and property tax payers in Placer County for
twenty-seven years at 826 Beaver Pd, Truckee. We love the forests, the clean mountain 144-3
air, meadows, wildlife, the ability to hike out our back door into a beautiful mountain

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
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environment, that is why we built cur home here. Please don't destroy the Martis Valley,

redraft the DEIR. and come back with a plan much more reasonable and responsible in 141-3
scope. The protection of natural habitat and its environment should be the driving force Cont'd
behind any plan for this beautiful, high mountain valley. Protect, don't destroy; redraft

the DEIR

B e T

Robert C. Braddock

1221 Broadway, 21% Floor
QOakland, CA 94612
Phone: 510-419-2216

Ce: Fred Yeager, Placer County Planning Director
Placer County Board of Supervisors
MNevada County Board of Supervisors
Juan Palma, Executive Director, TRPA
Sierra Club Toivobe Chapter
Sierra Watch

Placer County

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003
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LETTER 141: ROBERT C. BRADDOCK, RESIDENT

Response 141-1:

Response 141-2:

Response 141-3:

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2
(Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the Plan Area).

The commentor states that the Draft EIR is flawed and does not address the
loss of natural habitat, and impacts to public services, transportation, air
pollution, and cumulative impacts. The commentor is referred to Master
Responses 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project), 3.4.6 (Consideration of
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting
and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic
Impact Analysis). Sections 4.1 through 4.12 of the EIR provide an extensive
analysis of the environmental impacts of the Martis Valley Community Plan
per CEQA. No further response is necessary.

The commentor requests that the County prepare a revised Draft EIR and
recirculate it to the public. The County considers the Draft EIR and Revised
Draft adequate for consideration of the project and consistent with the
requirements of CEQA.

Placer County
May 2003
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Letter 142
GER COD

MY pate iy,
August 13, 2002 REGEIVED
Attn. Lori Lawrence AUG T F 2007
Enviroamental Review Teclinician i
Placer County Planning Dept. PLANNING DEPARTMENT
11414 “B” Ave.

Auburn, California 95603
Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley Community Plan

Update, SCH Na. 2001072050

Dear Mz, Lawrence:

As a long time land owner and a recent full time resident of Truckes, Ca., I am writing
this letter to you because of grave concerns re: the massive development plans in the
Martis Valley. The addition of over 6800 housing units; commercial development of up

to 6 million sq. fi.; new roads and pavement including widening of hiway 267 to four ed
lanes: and destruction of Martis Valley natural resources for resort development,
including three golf courses would be a tragedy for the region.  This kind of iresponsible
development would tum the Martis Valley into a sprawling, gridlocked mess.

Flease consider the elements at risk: 1. traffic — these plans would add tens of thousands
of new daily car trips to the Valley and the Truckee-Tahoe region. 2. Water quality and
water supply — to say nothing about the pollution of water supplies, where is all the water
poing to come from that will be demanded by these plans? The demands of 20,000 new
people is bad encugh, but one golf course can require an average of over 200 gallons of 1422
water a minuie. 3. Sewage - I have seen nowhere in the plans any proposal for
additional sewage treatment plants. 4. Clean air - exhaust from increased traffic and
automobiles will pollute the clear Sierra skies. 5. Wildlife - local and migratory wild
life would lose corridors through the Valley. 6. Sierra scenery — the landscape and
mountain scenery that spreads before us as we travel 267 is why many of us live here.
The loss of this pristine, beautiful view would be a crime. Why not stay in Loz Angeles?

The EIR. does little to address these problems in the Martis Valley, let alone the adverse
affects on the entire region, including Lake Tahoe itself. When you combine the Valley
plans with all of the other development plans proposed for the Truckee area, including 142-3
but not limited to: Planned Community 1; Planned community 2; Planned Community 3;
Hilltop master plan; Mclver Hill master plan; and Mill site/rail yard plan, you have the

makings of an ahzolute disaster.

The Lake Tahoe region is one of the wonders of the world in its pristine beauty and
tranguility. I beg you to scriously consider the negalive impact of the Martis Valley 142-4
development plans and to reject the EIR report and plans as they are currenily filad.

Please take a stand against greedy developers who do not have to live in the mess they

create,

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

3.0-748
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Thank you for your consideration in this most important and critical matter.

incerely,

,gﬁ ;w%mé.&
1. Wayne Kurlak
16480 Northwoods Blvd.

Truckee, Ca. 96161
530, 582-4281

cc:  Placer County Board of Supervisors
Truckee Town Council

Placer County
May 2003
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LETTER 142: J. WAYNE KURLAK, RESIDENT

Response 142-1:

Response 142-2:

Response 142-3:

Response 142-4:

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2
(Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the Plan Area).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 141-2.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.6 (Consideration of
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting
and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR).

The commentor requests that the County reject the Martis Valley
Community Plan and Draft EIR. The commentor is referred to Master
Responses 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin). The County
considers the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR adequate for consideration of
the project and consistent with the requirements of CEQA.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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Letter 143

RC
q\-"‘uﬁm'rg u"’?}
RECEIVED

AUG 1 & 2067
i~

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Placer County Flanning Department Aug.15, 2002

Lorei Lawance
Impact Martis ¥Wally Review Technician

11414 B Ave,
Auburn, CA 95603

I was just told today about the proposal for the new
community between Truckee and King Beach in theMartisz Valley.

I live in Califernia and have a home in Incline
Village, NV. We travel through Truckee coming and going to
our home in Incline. The is heavy now. What will it be if
the proposal goes through, and we do shop in Truckee too. If
you let this proposal go through it will ruin Truckee, and
the surrounding communities. With more new shopping area.
Some older stores, and shops will close. Thisg is wﬁat happan-
ed in our area in Alameda. So our tewn atmosphere is gone
and Truckee will too.

TEPA is trying to control land usage in Lake Tahoe,
and the surrounding areas. I hope Place County will teo. the
143-2 Federal Goverment gave Lake Tahoe area a grant to start
eliminating the pollution, and save the enviromnment. Pleasge

Help!

The area has enough prelems with the amount of water
usage in Tahoe Basin, Truckee, and even Reno. We have water
o rationing now. The traffic will inerease in the Truckee, and

Tahce Basin. More persons will commute to work, and take
Sunday rides, and take their guests for rides to Lake Tahoe,
and Reno areas where the traffic i{g already is bad.

I hope the Planning Department will find with the
help of Impact Study, and Reperts. To deny the Martis Valley
143-4 proposal, and help save the small town atmosphere, and Cthe

environment in the Truckee Area.
Please turn this proposal down. The entire area will

thank you.
' Sinceral
WM&

Robert L.!Pardee
1026 Court St.
Alameda, €A 94501
[510) 523-9331

1434
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LETTER 143: ROBERT L. PARDEE, RESIDENT

Response 143-1: Comment noted. The commentor is opposed to the project, but does not
identify any inadequacies of the Draft EIR. No response is hecessary.

Response 143-2: Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Response 143-3: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects
of the Project) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact
Analysis in the Draft EIR).

Response 143-4: Comment noted. The commentor is opposed to the project, but does not
identify any inadequacies of the Draft EIR. No response is necessary.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
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Letter 144

A RC
Date: (i W / 3, 200 2— ?chﬂATEQUJv)}
Aftn.: Lori Lawrence AUG & & 2007
Environmental Review Technician -
Placer County Planning Dept. PLANNING DEPA RTMENT

11414 "B" Ave,
Aubum, Ca, 95603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valle
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050 d

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

l ﬂ...'n ‘Pr'i.ﬂb-"gn"l-é-{ﬂ A..ﬂ-'?_,t:-fj-‘-'ﬂ{.!-:-—- f-""‘-—-&’ GUS%
S T Y A
144-2 5E mﬁﬁq
(apl! coae, D puad 57§02

TR w]‘/‘-“& Q\E—M /?:-erﬂamm =

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Pranaead Martle 1aila.. upe s oy
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144-4
144-5 tkl:-:._.‘
M&w{_ i P # g’
S g CanoEe =  Npoat, _
EO LLW AMM_. i l.]:{} E} ﬂ:"‘a-‘t:‘trgé "
£
£y AT~ @ AN s, __ .
Sincerely yours, : ﬂ:? "“—*‘ﬂl'-un
(Print Name) Jubid  Godins ce hio
{Print Address) lp.n 0. l?)a ¥ 25-{1
Creneliay By, Ca,
TL1q4 0
Re: Draft Environmental mpact Report for the Proposed Marti Valley pg. (2:)
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LETTER 144: JULIE GINOCCHIO, RESIDENT

Response 144-1:

Response 144-2:

Response 144-3:

Response 144-4:

Response 144-5:

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project) and Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR regarding
concerns relating to polluted runoff from the proposed golf courses.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and Section 4.9
(Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR regarding concerns relating to
impact on wildlife and their habitat.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.6 (Consideration of the
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact
Analysis), as well as Sections 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation) and 4.6 (Air
Quality) of the Draft EIR regarding concerns relating to impact on air quality
and increased traffic in the Tahoe Basin because of the proposed project.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 144-4 and the
“Reference” at the end of Section 4.6 (Air Quality) for information on the
most recent studies regarding air pollution in the Tahoe Basin.

Placer County
May 2003
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Letter 145

Date: aﬂd—%«_‘,ﬂ ‘I"ia_ 2LO6 D CER Cp ﬂ,y?‘
S—DATE Yy

Qﬂn.: Lori Lawrence RECEIVED
nvironmental Review T, - .
Placer Cauny Flannig Depe MG 16
; ve,
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Auburn, Ca. 95803

Re: Draft Environmental Im .
pact Report for ;
Community Plan Update, SCH No. - 200?1&'1 ;’l;';fu:used Martis Valley

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

-f—- :
1451 'Cﬁi A Amu M’Q-tﬁ_'h_ ; L
i A0 g,
MM\JL\‘:},

b Dt EWWT'EIFI.MN':I Rﬂlﬂﬂr‘t for the Probosad Macie ven..

[
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145-2
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Astn Wl o B Aol 42,
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1454
Cont'd
145-5
B Baxw 25D
Cavnelran  BRAg Ca. qLIHD
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LETTER 145: JULIE GINOCCHIO, RESIDENT

Response 145-1:

Response 145-2:

Response 145-3:

Response 145-4:

Response 145-5:

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and
Employee Housing Effects of the Project) and policies and mitigation
measures contained within Section 4.2 (Population/Housing/Employment) of
the Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting
and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic
Impact Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR). The commentor
inquires why the EIR does not discuss the economic demands of
development in the Martis Valley. Social and economic impacts are not
evaluated under the scope of CEQA.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 123-4.
The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of

Impacts to the Tahoe Basin) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting
and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR).

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
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Letter 146

Date; al.l.ﬂcﬁj,inj—k | ‘-! > QGD e 4 EGEHDECE u‘"ﬂ'}}

RECEIVED
Attn.: Lori Lawrence :
Environmental Review Technician AG 16 "JEWL 7.
Placer County Planning Dept.
11414 "B" Ave. PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Auburn, Ca. 95603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
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146-2
146-3
Sincerety fours.g.w . ijm«:ci%
(Print Name) Sulie A Giua;:.:]"m b
(Print Address) f ;b Em o . 5 (]
Car nehan Ry, Ca.
qC140
" Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley pa.
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LETTER 146: JULIE A. GINOCCHIO, RESIDENT

Response 146-1: Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. The
commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR).

Response 146-2:  The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 146-1.

Response 146-3: The commentor is referred to Section 4.11 (Public Services and Utilities) for a
discussion of parks, trails, and recreational facilities.
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Letter 147

Jonnie and Rod Jacobs

nita Ave. Piedmont, CA 94611 510 B5B-B7T4
2012 Red Tail Ct, Northstar, CA jonnie@jonniejacobs.com

CER Co

August 14, 2002 \.-"‘ Pl u,bl
Attn; Lori Lawrence RECEIVED
Environmental Review Technician AUG 1 i
Placer County Planning Dept. 6 ?ﬂﬂi{ .
11414 B Ave.
Aubumn, CA 95603 PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Re: Martis Valley Commumity Plan

Dear Ms. Lawrencs and Board of Supervisors,

Tha Draft Environmeantal Impact Report for the Martis Valley Community Plan
does not do a thorough or accurate job of assessing the impact of development in the
area. The report downplays the significance of massive development in an area that is
currently open meadow and forest land. If this were an urban area, mitigation
measures might well counter some effects of increased traffic, housing, and other
congestion. But this is pot an urban area. The mitigation measures mentionad in the
DEIR are mere boiler plate responses. Not only are the mitigation effects marginal, the
report fails to point out that even with mitigation, the essence of the Martis Vallay will -
be substantively and imeversibly altered by the proposed development. ;i

The planning and analysis that needs lo go into development of an area like the
Martis Valley must take into account the fact that it is atiractive to peopla for the very
reason that it IS unspoiled. People go to the mountains for beauty, space, nature,
retreat. They want to see trees and squirrels, not a line of cars, and cartainly nat
coffes houses and video stores. The tax revenue of increased davelopmant must not
blind you to the bigger picture of preserving what is a very special natural treasure.
We urge you fo reject the DEIR as written and to demand a full, factual, reasoned

analysis of the impacts of development,

TS s
Placer County

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
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LETTER 147: JONNIE JACOBS, RESIDENT

Response 147-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area), 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts
to the Tahoe Basin), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact
Analysis in the Draft EIR) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact
Analysis) regarding concerns relating to traffic, housing and congestion.
The commentor requests that the County reject the Draft EIR and Revised
Draft EIR. The County considers the Draft EIR adequate for consideration of
the project and consistent with the requirements of CEQA.
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Letter 148
ARug 16 02 0Ol:20p HTFI GRAMITE BAY 916 Y83 2808 E-1
Steve Holl
F
AX' S3e/@eg-2eg9
August 16, 2002
Lori Lawrence
Placer County Planning Department
Attached are comment he Marti i '
s 5 on tha 2 Valley Community Plan DEIR. A hard copy will follow in
® 7049 Pine View Drive, Folsam, CA 95630 ° URR-R04
* Stevoh4Ferlbotmnil.com @ ::?mm: {cell)
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Aug 16 02 O01:Z20p HTFI GRANITE BAY 516 TH3 z2Boa B2

Steve Holl
MNatural

Wildlife Biology Resource Planning

August 18, 2002

Ms. Loni Lawrence
Planning Department
Placer County

11414 B Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603

Comments on Martis Valley Community Plan DEIR

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

I:'fbcrused are my comments on Placer County’s Draft BIR for the Martis Valiey
Community Flan. My comments focus on the biological resource section becavse that is the area
that [ am most familiar with.

P41
Repional Setring

= Elevations in the Sierra Nevada extend ahave 12,000 faet. The highest point is Mt.
Whitney, 14,494 feet elavation.

148-1

Biological Communities

- There is no mention or description of eastside pine forests, the dominant forest type in 148-2
the planming area

p.4.9-2
Mroed conifer forest, wildlife
- Fishers have been extirpated from central California (see the Sierra Mevada Forest Plan

Amendment Final EIS and supporting research documents);
- Montane voles do ot occur in forests, they acour in meadows,

148-3

Figures 4.9-1 through 4.9-9

= Martis Valley Reservoir is depicted at capacity, This anly occurs during rare starm
events. The Corps of Engineers manages it as a significantly smaller reservair. The 148-4
figures should be corrected o accurately deseribe the reservoir,

p.d.0-9
# 7049 Pine View Drive, Folsam, CA 95630 * 916/9688-5043
¢ StevebdPer@hotmail.com ¥ 916/203-8043 {cell)
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Aug 1E 02 O1:20p HNTFI GRANITE BAY 816 783 2e0a

- Martis Valley Reservoir 1s only at capacity during rare starm joord

the time it is managed for a very small pnﬂ? size. '%here muﬁﬁ.—sﬂixﬁ? g:r
management of this reservoir ae 8 Wild Teout Fishery by the California Department of
Fish and Game (CDFG). The discussion should include a description of CDFG planting
Lahontan cutthroat trout (LCT) and that this genetic strain of rout is not the federally
listed strain of trout.

p-d.0-10
= 1" paragraph. The last sentence is migleading. A state or local agency cannot
;Jrnf\e.nt__und:r C'FI.Q& that would result in the Luke of a lisred species ‘I»\-‘J?I‘hﬂut m:F‘F"'W'-" *
appropniate permit issued by CDFG. “Overriding considerations”™ do not allow agencies
to approve a project without & permit from CDEG.

- Migratory Bird Regulations: the discussion of Fish and Game Code §
nothing to do with the MBTA 1t should receive a S hmderl_j ¢ Section 3503,5 has

p-4.9-22
Tuble of Special Staius Species

- The spotted bat does not ocour in the project area beeause jts range does aol include
the project area.

p.4.9-23
Table of Special Status Species

- The fisher kas been extirpated fom central California {see the Sierra Mevada Forest
Flan Amendment and supporting research documents)

pd9-24
Discussion of Plumas ivesia

- Thiz discussion is based on old data, Thers ars now 63 records of the species in the
CNDI?B. Two populations are known to oecur in Macer County and two populations
occur in Martis Valley (one each in Nevada and Placer County)

p.4.9-27
Listed and Special Status Animals

- Several species listed (mountain yellow-legged frog, fisher, and Sierma Nevada
snowshoe l:rtarc] are not protected by state and federal agencies as stated in the paragraph,
These species receive additional consideration during project evaluation; however, they

are fforded no additional [2gal pratection,

pAS-2T & 28
Lahontan cutthroat trout (LCT)

148-6

148-7

148-8

143-8

14810

148-11

Placer County
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Aug 16 02 01:20p NTFI GRANITE BRY 915 7E3 2808 P4

~There is no discussion that the LCT being planted in the Manis Valley Reservoir and
the Truckee River are not the foderally-listed supbspecies. The subspecies thai is caught
and stocked in the Martis Valley Reservoir is from Alpine County and are not protected
hy the faderal or state ESA

14812

p.4.9-28
Morthern Goshawl

- Swmd to fast sentence is in error.  NO active nests were Jocated during surveys of’ 14813
Siller Ranch (see page 15, first paragraph of the repurt: Evaluation of Biological
Resources on Siller Ranch, Placer County, California; prepared for DMB/Highlands
Group, LLC).

p.4.9-19 & 30
Peregrine falcon

- This species nests on steep cliffs near hodies of water that support large concentrations 148-14
of shorebirds and waterfowl. There are no suitable nesting cJifT: in the area and there ore
no large concentrations of waterfowl.

pd.9-30
California spotted owl

- The discussion should be very clear that California spotted owls are very rare on the 14815
east side of the Sierra Nevada and that impacts, if any, fiom implementation of the
Proposed Project would be minimal,

pd49-31
Fisher
- The Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment and its supporting ressarch identifies the
fisher as being extirpared from the central Sierra Wevada Martis Valley is in the central 14816
Sierra Nevada, therefore the fisher should not have been included in the table of Special
Status Species that potentially oeeur in the plan area.

pd.9-32
Wildlife movement comdors

— Wildlife movement corridors and migration comidors are not the same. Wildlife

movement corridors are nat established migration routes. Movement corridors may aot s

be l.rgd:uanall foutes, such as migration cornidors, and movement corridors may be used

any time, unlike migration corridors which used during migration
Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
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Aug 16 02 O1:21p HTFI GRAMITE BARY 318 ¥B3 2808

p9-34
Standards of Significance, first threshold

-r:hcre should be different standards of significance for federal and state-ligted
threatened or endangered species and all other special-status species, It | iolai

s |
the Eade_ra! and state ESA to take pne individual of 3 listed sp;m witha:tii::o e 143-18
appropriate perrat. Legally, this is a significantly lower threshold than “Having a
substantial s.;g:;]a;se effect . . on any species .. " The threshold described in the
document only apply to the other ial-status 125 (i iti i
sy Sk Lo bt spec species (e, sensitive species and

Figare 4.9-8 and 4.9-9

These maps appear to be identical. There is no way to differentiate impacts between the g

alternatives.

p-4.9-53,
MM 4.9.3

- second paragraph, first sentence, change the sentence to read: %, . the sub t
praject will beldﬂigmd to avoid substantial portions of the plam pnpu':a?mﬁrl"m’l'bm 148-20
add Ihg following sentence: dvordance of substantial portions of the Population will be
dedermined through an evaluation of impeacts =t the profect and regtonal fevel,

p4.9-58
MM 4.9.4,

- Eliminate all reference to the habitat suitability survey for mountain yellow-legged
frogs and conduct surveys for mountain yellow-legged frogs. Virtually, every perennijal
stream that I am familiar with in the area provides suitahle habitat for mousttain yellow-
|egmed _&ng. If the mountain yellowsleppe] frogs are present on a particular project site, 148-21
the project propement should be directed 1o contact CDFG, not the USFWS The USFWS i
haxl no jurisdiction over the species or the project. If the frogs are present on a particular
project site and removed temporarily from the site during construction, there is no need to
maontor canstruction activities or conduet training sessions for eonstruction workers
Upon completion of construetion, it would be desirable to have all caprured fogs -
returned to the stream fram which they were removed,

p. 4.9-58 1o 62
Impacts on LCT

- there is no critical habitat for LCT designated in the project area. CDFG is currently 148-22
stocking Martis Valley Reservoir and the Truckes River with LCTs from Heenan Lake,
This genetic strain of LOT is NOT federally-listed; therefore, there is no protection under

the ESA and the recovery efforts do not apply.
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Aug 16 D2 Ql:Z1lp NTFI GRAHNITE BAY 916 783 2808 -

= streamns in the area curently support brown trout and eastern brook trout which are
major predators of LTC, and

-streams in the area currently support rainbow trout which successfully interbreed with 148-22
LCT, affecting the genetics of the listed LTC. Cont"d
= It is not clear how impacis on unoccupicd habitat are more significant than the
introduction and management of iniroduced species, There iz no basis for this impact to
be considered potentially significant. Tt sppears that enforcement of existing policies
provide sufficient protection to unoccupied LCT habitat.

P4 962 to 6T
Disturbance to Mesting Raptors and Other Migratory Rirds

- USFWS has never enforced the MBTA with this type of project, nor do they have any
current regulations or palicies affecting this type of project. The USFWS should be
contacted (o verify that they arc enforcing the MBTA far this type of project before the
mitigation requirement in this section is codified, Mitigation requirements should he 148-23
changed to the following The subsequent project will be required to conduct ane focused
survey, ammually, dring the nesting season, 1o determine if active nests are present. If
w1 aciive mest is located and it is nor being affected hy current comstruction activides, the
construction may contime. Ifa nest it located before construction is initiated, no
constrection activities should take ploce within 50 | feet af the nest, . " There is no basis
0 restrict activities within 500 feet of a nest uf any specics,

p-4.9-76.
M4 9.8
- Add the following tn the first sentence: The County shall revuire @ faditer swirabifiy
evaluation or focused surveys . . '
148-24

-Add a new second semence: Effective movement carridors will be provided in projects
wreas with suitable habitar. Eliminate reference to USFWS, they have no Jurisdiction
with these species and eliminate the requirement for capture and relocation. This
technique generally results in the animal returning to the area or mortality.,

- Last sentence. The wolverine is a fully protecied species and there are ng provisions in
the Fish and Game Code for CDFG to suthorize 4 take of a fully protected species,

p. 4.9-77
second paragraph

- California’s Forest Practice Rules require protection of riparian areas’ There should be
no significant impact from activities conducted under 2 Timber Harvest Plag,

148-25
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Aug 16 02 O01:21p HTFI GRANITE BAY 3168 783 Za0d p.7

P81
first parsgraph

i ErANon rowtes or movement
Efff have a duty to advocate the protection of them ang ensure that imua:;: ::ﬂdm b
nrwilldl'fe it documents. Additionally, CEQA does not Profect migration rout
1 movement corridors, it requires they are considered in impact analyses 5
Thank you for the opportunity to comment an this
; thiz import
further assistance, please do not hesitate o exll me portant land-use plan. If T may be of any
Sincerely,
EM{W
Steve Holl
Lertified Wildlife Biologist
[ s
Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003

3.0-772



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 148:

STEVE HOLL, BloLOGIST

Response 148-1:

Response 148-2:

Comment noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.
Page 4.9-1, the following text change is made to the third paragraph:

“The Sierra Nevada mountain range spans from northern California to the
south-central portion of California, occurring along the state’s easternmost
border. The Sierra Nevada supports multiple vegetation types, which vary
depending on elevation and available moisture. Elevations within the
Sierra Nevada generally range from approximately 1,900 to 12,000 feet
above mean sea level (MSL). “

Habitat and vegetation types that occur in the Plan area are described and
mapped on Draft EIR pages 4.9-1 through -9.

Response 148-3: Comment noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.

Page 4.9-2, the following text change is made to the third paragraph:

“Mixed coniferous forest provides cover, foraging, and breeding habitat for
a large diversity of resident and migratory wildlife. Avian species associated
with these habitats include western tanager (Piranga ludoviciana), western
wood peewee (Contopus sordidulus), hairy woodpecker (Picoides villosus),
mountain chickadee (Poecile gambeli), white-breasted nuthatch (Sitta
carolinensis), brown-headed cowbird (Molothrus ater), chipping sparrow
(Spizella passerina), Oregon junco (Junco hyemalis thurberi), yellow-
rumped warbler (Dendroica coronata), northern flicker (Colaptes auratus),
and Steller’s jay (Cyanocitta stelleri). Mammalian species associated with
mixed coniferous forest habitats include lodgepole chipmunk (Tamias

speciosus), mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus), mentane—veole(Microtus
montanus)-fisher (Martes pennanth); California vole (Microtus californicus),

black bear (Ursus americanus), raccoon (Procyon lotor), mountain lion (Felis
concolor), and western gray squirrel (Sciurus griseus).”

Response 148-4: Comment noted. Revised acreage estimates for vegetation communities in
the entire plan area are provided below.

CATEGORY ACREAGE
Barren Rock 530.7
Bitterbrush 148.79
Basin Sagebrush 1100.36
Huckleberry Oak 0.57
Snowbrush 12.9
Montane Mixed Chaparral 418.1
Eastside Pine 2335.39
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CATEGORY ACREAGE
Annual Grass/forbs 806.69
\Wet Meadows 77.18
Perennial Grass 53.68
Lodgepole Pine 221.92
Mixed Conifer 10551.6
\Willow 55.02
Quaking Aspen 11.15
\Willow/Aspen 31.03
Red Fir 4246.52
Subalpine conifers 360.67
Developed 372.34
\Water 40.18
\White Fir 3086.71
\Western Juniper 5.04
Mixed Meadow 1108.19

The following modification is made to the Draft EIR.

Response 148-5:
Response 148-6:

Response 148-7:

Response 148-8:

Response 148-9:

= Page 4.9-5, Figure 4.9-2 is revised as shown above.
The commentor is referred to Response to Comment K-39.
The commentor is referred to Response to Comment K-17.

Comment noted. This subsection is intended to discuss migratory bird and
raptor regulations. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.

= Page 4.9-10, the following text change is made to the fourth subsheading:
“Raptor and Migratory Bird Regulations”

The commentor’s opinion regarding likely presence of the spotted bat is

noted. The biologist used in the preparation of the Draft EIR (Foothill

Associates) review of this species counters this conclusion. Thus, no changes to

the Draft EIR are recommended. It should be noted that disagreement

among experts does not render an EIR inadequate for the purposes of CEQA.

This status of the fisher is specifically noted on Draft EIR page 4.9-31.
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Response 148-10The commentor’s additional information regarding the Plumas ivesia is noted.
Identification of known populations of Plumas ivesia within the Plan area is still
accurate.

Response 148-11The third paragraph on Draft EIR page 4.9-27 does not specifically note that
the species mentioned by the commentor receive protection by state and
federal agencies. The species identified in this paragraph include species of
concern of state and federal agencies.

Response 148-12 The commentor is referred to Response to Comment K-39. The following text
changes are made to the Draft EIR.

Pages 4.9-27 and -28, the following text changes are made:

“Lahontan Cutthroat Trout (Oncorhynchus clarki)

Lahontan cutthroat trout, a federally-listed threatened species, occurs in
freshwater lakes and streams in eastern California. Historically, this species’
range spanned Nevada, Placer, El Dorado, Alpine, and Mono Counties.
Extant populations of this species in the Martis Valley area occur Pole
Creek, Independence Creek, Independence Lake and in the Truckee River
and related tributaries (USFWS, 1995). Truckee River populations have been
historically monitored and stocked by the USFWS and CDFG (John Hiscox,
Pers. Com.). This species tolerates varying stream conditions, however it
does not typically occur in streams utilized by other salmonids (CNDDB,
2001). U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is currently preparing a new recovery
plan for the Lahontan Cutthroat trout. Martis Creek, Monte Carlo Creek,
Juniper Creek, and the other unnamed streams within the Martis Valley
area are tributaries to the Truckee River and support potential spawning
habitat conditions for the Lahontan cutthroat trout. The Lahontan cutthroat
trout typically spawn from April to July. In the project vicinity, 3 records of
this species are listed in the CNDDB from Martis Creek (two records) and
Pole Creek (one record). However, the CNDDB identifies all these
occurrences as being extirpated. There are historic accounts of cutthroat
trout within the Martis Creek drainage, and suitable habitat is present within
the tributaries of Martis Creek (DFG 2000). However, these waterways are
intermittent and there are various potential fish barriers (e.g., fallen logs,
downcuts) between the project area and lower stream reaches as well as
other competition with other trout species and interbreeding with other
trout species. DFG currently stocks the Martis Reservoir with cutthroat trout
as part of their_sport-fishing stocking program, which also includes the
stocking of brook trout and rainbow trout. However, this stocking is not
recognized as part of U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s recovery efforts for the
Lahontan cutthroat trout and does not currently consist of the genetic strain
that is considered threatened. Therefore this species is considered to have a
low potential to occur within waters in the Plan area.”

Response 148-13 Comment noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.

Page 4.9-28, the following text changes are made:
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Figure 4.9-2 page 1
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Figure 4.9-2 page 2
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“Northern Goshawk (Accipiter gentillis)

Northern goshawks are a species of concern to federal and state resource
agencies and are a USFS sensitive animal. This species frequents middle to
high elevation mixed coniferous forest habitats although it prefers dense
stands of lodgepole pines on north-facing slopes near water for nesting
(Zeiner et. al., 1990a). Northern goshawks forage in mixed coniferous forests,
habitats widespread throughout the Sierra Nevada. Six records of this
species are listed with the CNDDB within a ten-mile radius of the Martis
Valley vicinity, 3 of which are located within the Plan area (CNDDB, 2001).
TNF records indicate that two additional northern goshawk nest sites are
located within ten miles of the Plan area. Biological surveys performed for
the Siller Ranch site observed adult birds near Martis Creek in September
1999, but no active nests were identified (Jones & Stokes, 2001). Suitable
nesting, foraging, and wintering habitat for this species occurs within the
Plan area and this species is known to utilize this habitat.”

Response 148-14Comment noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.

Page 4.9-28, the following text changes are made:

“American Peregrine Falcon (Falco peredrinus anatum)

American peregrine falcon is currently state-listed as endangered and was
recently removed from the federal endangered species list. This species
nests in a wide variety of habitats including woodlands, dense coniferous
forests, and coastal habitats. Nests are typically located in close proximity
to a water source on cliffs, banks, or dunes. California populations of the
peregrine falcon declined in the 1970’s due to DDE contamination,
however numbers are increasing statewide (Zeiner et. al.,, 1990a). This
species is recorded in the USFWS species list as having once occurred in the
Martis Valley, however the CNDDB lists no recent records of this species
within the Plan area. Suitable nesting,—feraging,—and-wintering habitat for
this species is not present within the Martis Valley and, as a result, this
species is hot expected to eeuld occur here.”

Page 4.9-63, the following text changes are made:

“PP Proposed Land Use Diagram

Raptors, including northern goshawk, American—peregrine—falcon
{federal-and-state-listed-species), California spotted owl, bald eagle

(federal and state listed species), Cooper’s hawk, and red-tailed
hawk, as well as other migratory birds, including yellow warbler and
little willow flycatcher (state listed species), may utilize habitats within
the Plan area for nesting. These species are considered special-status
species by federal and/or state resource agencies. In addition,
raptors and raptor nests are protected under Section 3503.5 of the
California Fish and Game Code and all migratory birds are protected
under the MBTA.”
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Response 148-15The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 80-13.

Response 148-16This status of the fisher is specifically noted on Draft EIR page 4.9-31.

Response 148-17 Comment noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.

Page 4.9-32 and -33, the following text changes are made:

“Wildlife Movement Corridors

Wildlife movement corridors are established migration routes frequently
utiized by wildlife that provide shelter and sufficient food supplies to
support wildlife species during migration. Movement corridors generally
consist of meadow, riverine, woodland, or forested habitats that span
contiguous acres of undisturbed habitat. Additionally, movement corridors
provide habitat for resident wildlife, enabling these species to move within
areas of undisturbed habitats. Wildlife movement corridors are an
important element of resident species home ranges, including black bear,
mountain lion, and coyote, as well as migratory species populations, such
as mule deer. As a result, wildlife movement corridors are considered a
sensitive resource with the CDFG and Placer County.

Historically, resident and migratery wildlife movement in the Martis Valley
was not restricted, as a majority of the valley was undeveloped. However,
as development rates increased within Martis Valley and the surrounding
vicinity (e.g., Town of Truckee), the continuity of large areas of undisturbed
land has decreased resulting in limited movement corridors in the Martis
Valley. According to the existing development conditions within Martis
Valley, 3 major undeveloped open space corridors remain in the Plan area
(see Figure 4.9-5). These open space corridors are critical to the movement

of lecal-and-migratery wildlife species (Jeff Finn, Pers. Com.).

Verdi Subunit of Loyalton-Truckee Deer Herd

In addition to providing dispersal habitat for resident wildlife, the open
space corridors within Martis Valley function as migration corridors for the
Verdi subunit of the Loyalton-Truckee deer herd (Odocoileus hemionus
hemionus). This herd migrates annually from Nevada along the Truckee
River and disperses into the Martis Valley in the spring. Known fawning
habitat for this herd occurs near Dry Lake and near Lookout Mountain, in
the southwest planning area vicinity (Placer County, 1999; Pencovic and
Brown, 1990). The herd leaves the fawning area in the fall, returning to
Nevada (see Figure 4.9-5).

A recent study conducted by Jones and Stokes utilized existing Caltrans
deer kill data to identify 3 primary deer crossings along SR 267 (Jones &
Stokes, 2001). These crossings are located at (1) Nevada County post mile
2.5-2.7; (2) Placer County post mile 1.0; and (3) Placer County post mile 1.5
(Jones and Stokes, 2001) (see Figure 4.9-5). Between 1979 and 1999,
Caltrans recorded 37 deer fatalities along SR 267 in the Plan area during
migration. Existing residential and commercial development along SR 267
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appear to restrict deer movement along SR 267. The-open-valley-peortion-of
I . I I . dor I I

this-portion-of SR-267-suppeorts-thisconclusion— Based on deer kill data, the
major deer crossing of SR 267 is along the northern edge of the Truckee-
Tahoe Airport in Nevada County at milepost 2.5 to 2.7. There are also a

substantial number of deer crossings at Placer County milepost 1.0 and 1.5.

On the south side of SR 267, spring and fall movement of the herd appears
to be confined to the 3 major corridors in the Plan area (see Figure 4.9-5).
These corridors generally correspond with existing Caltrans and CDFG deer
migration data for Loyalton-Truckee deer herd (Pencovic and Brown, 1990;
CDFG, 1984) as well as the results of on-site deer surveys for Siller Ranch
(Jones & Stokes, 2001). Deer migration corridors generally follow major
topographic features such as drainages (Martis Creek), ridgelines, and the
bases of major slopes or prominent hills. The location of corridors on these
major topographic features can be influenced by vegetation and the
seasonal cover and forage requirements of the migratory deer (Jones &
Stokes, 2001). Based on surveys conducted on the Siller Ranch site, deer
movement within the 3 identified corridors is correlated to browse species
preferred by deer (e.g., antelope bitterbrush, service berry and snow berry)
as well as cover and water (Martis Creek) (Jones & Stokes, 2001).”

Response 148-18Consideration of impacts and associated mitigation for federal and state
listed species was provided in the Draft EIR. This is specifically noted in
mitigation measures MM 4.9.6 and MM 4.9.8.

Response 148-19Comment noted. Figures 4.9-6 through 4.9-9 (Draft EIR pages 4.9-43 through —
50) illustrates the habitat impacts for each land use map option as well as the
estimated amount of acreage loss associated with intensive development
proposed under each map.

Response 148-20The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 80-14.

Response 148-21The commentor statements regarding Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.4 are noted.
This mitigation measure is based on similar procedures associated with
avoiding impacts to the California red-legged frog. The following text
changes are made to the Draft EIR:

= Pages 2.0-62 (Table 2.0-1), 4.9-58 and 8.0-11 (Table 8.0-1), the following text
changes are made to Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.4:

“MM 4.9.4 The County shall require that biotic resources evaluation
for subsequent projects include a mountain yellow-legged
frog habitat suitability assessment be conducted on each
parcel proposing a crossing over or development within
stream or open water habitat area. The assessment shall
include a detailed analysis of the habitat conditions
present onsite and shall survey stream conditions 500 feet
upstream and downstream from the proposed stream
crossing. If the results of the habitat suitability survey
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indicate that potential habitat for this species is not
present within 500 feet up or down stream of the crossing,
no further study is required.

However, if potential habitat for this species is identified
during the assessment, County shall condition projects
involving disturbance of a waterway channel to perform
the following:

Conduct pre-construction surveys for the mountain yellow-
legged frog during the breeding season by a qualified
biologist. If frogs are identified in the construction area,
the biologist shall contact CDFG and/ferUSFWS regarding
the proper methods of moving the species an appropriate
off-site location prior to the onset of construction activities
at the waterways.

Monitoring of construction activities within waterways until
construction activities in the waterways is complete.

Conduct training session for all construction personnel
regarding the mountain yellow-legged frog, including a
description of the species and its habitat and materials on
species in order to assist in identifying species in the field.

Revegetation and recontouring of channel conditions
generally consistent with pre-construction conditions.”

Response 148-22 The commentor statements regarding the Lahontan cutthroat trout are
noted. The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 148-12 and K-39.
Mitigation measures MM 4.9.5a and b have been modified to provide
support to restoration of the species if the Plan area waterways are included
in a restoration plan.

Response 148-23 The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 80-15.

Response 148-24 Comment noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.

= Pages 2.0-69 (Table 2.0-1), 4.9-76 and 8.0-12 (Table 8.0-1), the following text
changes are made to Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.8:

“MM 4.9.8

The County shall require a habitat suitability evaluation or
focused surveys for Sierra Nevada red fox, California
wolverine, Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare, pacific fisher,
Sierra Nevada mountain beaver, and pine marten as part
of surveys required by Policy 9.G.10. Effective movement
corridors will be provided in_projects areas with suitable
habitat. If active den/burrow sites for the Sierra Nevada
red fox, California wolverine, Sierra Nevada snowshoe
hare, pacific fisher, Sierra Nevada mountain beaver,
and/or pine marten dens/nests are identified, the
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mitigation plan shall be developed in consultation with
the California Department of Fish and Game and/ferU-S:
Fish—and-\Wildlife—Service to ensure no animals are killed
and that den/burrow sites are properly addressed.
Measures may include, but not limited to, redesign of the
project (Placer County General Plan Policy 6.C.6) to
provide adequately sized open space areas and corridors
around den/burrow sites;—capture—and-relocation—of-the
species. Subsequent projects shall submit the mitigation
plan that has been reviewed and approved the
appropriate governmental agencies (e.g., Y-S—Fish-—and
Wildlife-Serviee; California Department of Fish and Game)
and the necessary regulatory permits have obtained for
the Sierra Nevada red fox and California wolverine
(California Endangered Species Act) to the County prior
to development activities.”

Response 148-25 The commentor’s statements regarding California’s Forest Practice Rules
regarding the protection of riparian areas is noted. As specifically noted on
Draft EIR pages 4.9-76 through -79, impacts to riparian areas would be less
than significant as result of implementation of the Martis Valley Community
Plan.

Response 148-26 Comment noted. CEQA requires lead agencies to consider the
environmental effects of projects under consideration and provide
mitigation and/or alternatives to avoid and/or minimize significant impacts.
Mitigation measures MM 4.9.11a and b address potential impacts to deer
migration in the Plan area.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
3.0-782



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Lori Lawrence - Martis lelte- siza.doc

Letter 149

Avgust 13, 2002

Lori Lawrence:

Placer County Flasning Department
[ 1414 “B" Avenue

Auburn CA 95603

Subject: Martis Valley EIR Comtest

Diear Lori:
I appreciate the opportunity o comment on the Mamis Valley Draft EIR. [ am not againg growth but am

against mrespansitile growth. Regording Martis Valley project size, are any smaller alternatives planned? [
waould like 1o 2ee a project Flan much smaller in scope, say |, 500 new resdental units and the appropriate 1491

amoust of commercial space needed to support that size community. And is there a “cop” anywhere in the
Plan? [ could not find any caps, just proposed numbers of unsls.

As a Truckee/Nevada County resident, | am not willing 1o pay for upgredes on a projest plan, in the form
of mew taxes or bonds, that does not list caps on residential units or commercial square footage and for a

praject that is i Placer County when the infirastracture being wed is m Mevada County asd the Town of 149-2
Truckee. But the dilermma remains, there i fis Places Caumty representation in the Treckee erea. This plan
i=a no-risk plan for the elected officials in Placer Coundy.

My eoscern is that the Truckes/Martis Valley area will tam into o “Roseville™ or *Rocklin™ with sprawling
subiarban cormmunities that benefit the developers and don't berefit the pristine, rural moustain area that
Truckes represents. Is almost doabling the number of komes in Truckee in 20 years o responsible level of 149-3

growth? Can the infiastructere handle that rate of growth?
Wha will pay for the infrasiracture upgrades, Placer County or the Nevada County 2nd Tewn of Truckes

residents who are ot responsible for the infrastrscture upgrades? Who will pay for the larger schools 1494
nezded? Who will pay for ke sewage upgrades? Who will pay for the water sopply upgrades? Who will pay
for the mew or widened r !
[ slso request an Advisory Commitiee compriced of Troekes sitizens who have no conflict of interest 05 do
149-5

the majerity of the developerieitizen Committee members cn the current “Cltizeas” Advisery Committes
and o drumatic extension on the plasning period o nchade a new Citizen"s Advisory Committoe.

Sincerely,
Tracy B. Cuneo
1403} Swiss Lane
Truckee CA D6 161
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LETTER 149: TRACY R. CUNEO, RESIDENT

Response 149-1:

Response 149-2:

Response 149-3:

Response 149-4:

Response 149-5:

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and Section 4.11
(Public Services and Utilities) in the Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 149-3.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.
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Letter 150
Lori Lawrence - Martis Valley Housing Development Project S Pag
From: <HroghersSDifaol.com=
To: <L Jawrendgplacer ca.govs
Date: BHM502 8:52PM
Subject: Martis Vafley Housing Development Project

[t I totally insane to approve such a project! Do you realize what that will
do fo our most preclous "Lake Tahoe", water supgply, raffic, air, noise, alc.
We have trouble handling the amount of pecple we have now. This pristine area 1801
is starting to get poliutad lika never before and you wanl to approva

buiding another city! Please do not et it heppen. | and generations o come
will ba forever grateful. Soma things ara indaad worth making a sacrifice.
Thank you, Helga Roghers, P.O.Box 10680, Truckes, Ca. 96162,
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LETTER 150: HELGA ROGHERS, RESIDENT

Response 150-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects
of the Project), 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin), 3.4.7
(Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR),
and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis). Sections 4.1 through
4.12 of the EIR provide an extensive analysis of the environmental impacts
of the Martis Valley Community Plan per CEQA. No further response is

necessary.
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